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Cases Reported this Week. 
Davis v. Marrable 
Derby Motor Cab Co. v. Crompton and Evans Union Bank 
De Montaigu v. De Montaigu 
Edwards v. Wingham Agricultural Implement Co, (Lim.). 
E. Meyer & Co. (Lim.) v. Sze Hai Tong Banking and In- 
surance Co. (Lim.) 
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Wilmerson v. Lynn and Hamburg Steamship Co. ............ 


Current Topics. 
The Lord Chancellor’s Bills. 

IN COMMENTING last week on the Real Property and Con- 
veyancing Bills we did not profess to do more than give our 
first impression of them, and there are, no doubt, many points 
of great practical importance which we omitted to notice: 
such, for instance, as the provision that conveyances of “ pro- 
prietary estates” by way of settlement shall contain an appoint- 
ment of trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts 
(Conveyancing Bill, clause 9), and the various subsidiary provi- 
sions for protecting purchasers. It may be that these and other 
devices will tend to simplicity in practice, and will mect the 
objections which occurred totus, though the proposed changes 
ave too sweeping to be accepted without full consideration. We 
intend next week to commence a detailed examination of the 
Bills. They have, it is clear, impo-:ed great labour on the drafts- 
men whom Lord HALDANE has called to his assistance, and we 
may express the hope that the ability which they have brought 
to the task will find its reward in a satisfactory settlement of the 
question of land transfer. 


The Revenue Bill. 

THE ReveNveE Bit, which has been introduced in the House 
of Commons by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, proposes a 
number of important amendments of the system of valuation 
under the Finance Act, 1910. In assessing the increment value 
duty under section 2, on the occasion of a sale or lease, the 
then site value is taken to be the value of the consideration, subject 
to the deductions allowed under section 25 in arriving at original 
site value from total value. These include the value of buildings, 
trees, &c., and the expenses of development for building purposes. 
Provision is now made (clause 1) for the case where the value 
of the consideration has been increased in consequence of 
financial assistance in erecting buildings given or guaranteed by 
the vendor or lessor, and the amount of such increase will be 
allowed as an additional deduction. The clause extends to 
increase of value due to “any beneficial arrangements made 
after the 30th of April, 1909, for the purpose of facilitating the 
disposal of the land.” The words are sufficiently wide—perhaps 
too wide to have any clear meaning. 
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Overruling the Lumsden Case. 

CLAUSE 2 of the Revenue Bill is apparently intended to deal 
with the Zwmsden Case, the decision in which by the Court of 
Appeal has, we believe, not yet been given. We explained that 
case some weeks ago (pp. 332, 352, ante), and pointed out how the 
levying of increment value duty on profits on sale of a house, as 
well as on increase in the value of the site, followed from the 
rule as to ascertainment of increment value laid down by section 
2. That value is the difference between the original value of the 
site and the value at the time of sale, but the latter value is not 
determined by valuation as on the original ascertainment of site 
value, but is worked out from the consideration on the sale in 
accordance with the rule referred to above. The result is that 
no deduction can be made in respect of the profits on tho building 
—the builder’s profits—and these are left as a subject of taxa- 
tion. The Bill proposes to cure this by dropping, in cases where 
the gross value is more than double the full site value—that is, 
in all ordinary cases of houses—the rule in section 2, and calcu 
lating the site value on the occasion of sale, not by reference to 
the consideration, but by a fresh valuation under section 25, 
made as at the date of sale, instead of as at the 30th of April 
1909. The matter is highly technical, but, as far as we can see, 
the proposed change meets the difficulty caused by the Lumsden 
Case. 


Further Proposals as to Increment Value Duty 
and Reversion Duty. 

A FURTHER change proposed by the Revenue Bill gives relief 
from increment value duty while land is being developed (clause 
3). Where at least £500 per acre is being spent on buildings 
or £200 on development, the land will be free from increment 
duty for five years, and in the case of houses this period will, 
apparently, be renewed from time to time as fresh houses are 
erected. The provision of section 2 (3) of the Finance Act, 
1910, as to substituted site value, has been already twice 
amended (Revenue Act, 1911, s. 2, and Finance Act, 1912, 
s. 10). It is now proposed (clause 4) that the time for apply- 
ing for such substitution shall be extended so as to enable the 
application to be made within three months after the first 
“occasion” when site value has to be ascertained. Clause 5 
allows remittance of increment value duty in the case of small 
investors: i.¢., where the value of the property does not 
exceed £500 and the income of the vendor does not 
exceed £160. Clause 6 further defines the mode in which 
the reduction of 10 per cent. on increment value is to be 
made under section 3 (5) of the Act of 1910, and clause 7 
provides for the giving of a certificate of discharge from increment 
value duty payable on the occasion of death. Under section 13 
of the Act of 1910, the original value for the purpose of reversion 
duty is calculated by reference to the rent reserved by the lease ; 
clause 9 of the Bill allows of the actual original value being 
substituted where the lease was granted at a low rent for 
charitable purposes ; and clause 10 makes a concession as regards 
reversion duty where a new lease is granted in consideration of 
work undertaken by the lessee, but it does not seem that this 
will meet the difficulty in such recent cases as those on which we 
commented last week (p. 680, ante). Reversion duty is based on 
an intelligible principle, but it is very difficult to make it work 
satisfactorily in practice. 


The Constitution of Egypt. 

THE ANNOUNCEMENT that a new constitution has teen granted 
by the Khedive to his subjects, which Lord KitcHENER hopes 
will gradually prepare Egypt for the concession of complete 
representative government, reminds us that Egypt is still 
nominally a part of the Sultan’s dominions. The Khedive rules 
as the Sultan's Viceroy ; indeed, it@vas only in 1866 that Ismail 
Ali obtained a firman from the Porte, granting him the hereditary 
title of Khedive and fixing the order of succession. Although 
the Sultan since that date has not possessed any actual powers 
in Egypt, except to receive an annual tribute, and although since 
1882 the control of Egyptian affairs has been for all practical 
purposes in the hands ot her British occupiers, the Sultan's claims 
have had much more than nominal effect upon three important 
espects of International Law. In the first place, the existence 





of a Turkish overlordship has deprived the Khedive of 
sovereignty, with all its international rights and privileges ; this 
was held so long ago as 1875 by Sir RoBeRT PAILLIMORE in 
The Charkieh (1873, L. R. 4 A. & E. 59). In the second place, 
Turkey still preserves the right to recover in her own dominions, 
including Eg) pt, offenders who have fled from Turkish justice ; 
no extradition proceedings are necessary in the case of the 

ramount country. This was pointed out last year by the 

oreign Secretary in the House of Commons. In the third place, 
the same system of Capitulations, which governs the dealings 
between the Turkish Government and the subjects of Christian 
Powers resident in Turkey, applies also to Egypt. It is true 
that in 1876 the Consular Courts were superseded by the Mixed 
Tribunals, which deal with all cases in which foreigners and 
foreign authorities are concerned ; but the fundamental right of 
each foreign power to protect its own subjects, although 
delegated in must respects to the Mixed Tribunals, is still the 
theoretical basis of the jurisdiction over a and rests 
upon the Capitulations (see Hertslet’s Treaties, XIV. 305). 


Surnames as Trade-Marks. 


In THE 7'cofuni Case in the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 686), the 
question of surnames as trade-marks, with which we dealt at 
some length on a previous occasion (ante, p. 458), cropped up 
again, The case under notice finally settles that surnames are 
registrable trade-marks, but emphasizes what we pointed out, 
that every surname cannot be a registrable trade-mark. We 
said, “A common surname such as Smith, Brown, or Jones 
cannot be adapted to distinguish the goods of an individual 
trader from those of others in the same trade, which is the true 
test. A surname which is an uncommon one may, it seems to 
us, be well adapted to distinguish, and, therefore, be a good trade- 
mark.” This was the view of the Court of Appeal, who decided, 
in effect, that a surname may be registered in exceptional cases. 
In the present case ATHANASIUS TEOFANI moved to expunge 
from the Register a trade-mark consisting of the name “ Teofani,” 
registered by Trorani & Co. (Limited) in 1901 for manufac- 
tured tobacco. WARRINGTON, J., refused the motion, but muinly 
upon a ground which was afierwards held by the Court of 
Appeal to be incorrect. The Court of Appeal, however, after 
hearing further evidence, dismissed the appeal from this decision, 
holding that a surname was a registrable trademark in “ex- 
ceptional cases,” and that, as the applicant and the respon- 
dents were the only persons of the name of “ TEOFANI” within 
the United Kingdom, and as the user of that name as a trade- 
mark for twenty years, at least, had been so extensive as to have 
made it, in fact, distinctive, therefore ‘‘ Teofani ” was properly 
registered in the present case. With regard to what would con- 
stitute “an exceptional case,” SwiNFeN-EaDy, J., said much 
would depend on the name itself, whether it was a surname of 
unusual occurrence in the United Kingdom, or whether it was a 
name not infrequently met with ; and, again, whether the appli- 
cation was made after the word had been in use as a trade-mark for 
some time, and there was evidence of distinctiveness acquired by 
user, or whether the application referred to a mark “ proposed to 
be used,” but not yet in actual use. 


Revocation of Administration. 


THERE IS no doubt that the decision of AstBuRY, J., in Hewson 
v. Shelley (Times, 18th inst.), if it stands, reveals a very serious 
defect in the law, a defect which may be the result of ancient 
cases, but which certainly cannot be justified on any sound 
principle. The owner of land died on the 30th of January, 1899, 
apparently intestate. In the following June administration was 
granted to his widow. In October, 1902, she sold the land for 
£3,500, and conveyed it to the purchaser, Sir JOHN SHELLEY. 
Of the proceeds one-third was invested as dower for the widow, 
and the remainder was divided among the three co-heiresses of 
the deceased. The purchaser of the property mortgaged it. In 
September, 1911, the widow died, and, in looking through her 
papers, her executor discovered in an envelope at the back of an 
cld writing desk her husband’s will. The document was between 
the back and shelves of some pigeon-holes, where it appeared to 
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have been placed by the testator. This will was dated the 24th 
of April, 1894, and by it the testator left his property to his 
widow for life, and after her death to persons other than his 
co-heiresses. On the 9th of February, 1912, the letters of 
administration were revoked, and probate granted to the 
executors named in the will. In the present action the executors 
claimed to set aside the sale by the administratrix and to recover 
the land from the purchaser and his mortgagees. 


Avoidance of Sales by the Administrator. 


Now THE effect of revocation of letters of administration on 
acts done by the administrator was considered by WARRING- 
TON, J., in £ilis y. Ellis (1905, 1 Ch. 613), and he stated it to 
be clear law that the grant of administration “is wholly void, 
and that, speaking generally, dispositions of the assets by the 
supposed administrator are void also, the ground of this being 
that the assets are vested in the executor from the death, and 
the supposed administrator has no property in them, and no 
power of dealing with them.” And authority for this is found 
in the old cases of Graysbrook v. For (1561, 1 Plowd. 275), and 
Abram v. Cunningham (1677, 2 Lev. 182). According to the 
headnote to the former case, “the probate supersedes the 
administration ab initio and the sale made under it ; but, other- 
wise, if it be averred that the sale was made to discharge the 
funeral expenses or debts which the executor was compellable to 
pay, for there such sale shall be indefeasible forever.” Similarly, 
in Abram v. Cunningham, it was held that, by reason of the 
existence of the will, the grant to the administrator and the 
dealings by him were void, and a sale of leaseholds by him was 
set aside. In Borall v. Boxall (27 Ch. D. 220), Kay, J., recog- 
nized the rule, but distinguished the case before him on the 
ground that the suppressed will contained no appointment of 
executors ; and in Ellis v Ellis (supra), WARRINGTON, J., applied 
it, with a reservation, in accordance with Graysbrook v. Fox 
(supra), of acts done in a due course of administration. These 
authorities govern the present case, and establish the invalidity 
of the sale to Sir JoHN SHELLEY, unless it can be brought 
within the exception, or unless the rule has been altered by 
modern statute law. As regards the exception, this appears to be 
confined to payments which must be made by the personal repre. 
sentative in any case, and the executor cannot repudiate a sale for 
such payment made by the administrator As regards statute 
law, there is the Land Transfer Act, 1897, Part I, which 
enabled the administrator to sell the real estate in the present 
case, but it does not give him further power than he has in respect 
of leaseholds. And there are sections 77 and 78 of the Probate 
Act, 1857 ; the former validates payments made to an executor or 
administrator before revocation of probate or administration ; and 
the latter protects persons making “any payment or transfer 
bona fide” under any probate or administration, notwithstanding 
any invalidity therein. Mr. Justice AsTBURY he!d that the 
present case did not fall within these sections, and it may be 
that it does not fall within their words ; but it is sufficiently clear 
that it falls within their principle. The time for inquiring whether 
there is a will or not is when the administration is granted. If 
on due inquiry a will has not then been found, there should be an 
end of the matter as far as purchasers from the administrator are 
concerned. If a testator chooses to hide his will in the pigeon 
holes of a desk, the persons to suffer should be his devisees, and 
not purchasers under a grant of administration. 


Contradictory Statutes of Limitation. 


THE LAYMAN, to whom the law is a“ hass,” may occasionally 
have some excuse for expressing so irreverent an opinion, for 
indefensible contradictions not a few are to be found in every 
branch of our jurisprudence—the result usually of our chaotic 
and piecemeal system of legislation. One of these contradictions 
is to be found in the curious case of Metropolitan Water Board v. 
Bunn (ante, p. 625), where the Divisional Court and the 
Court of Appeal have held that the Metropolitan Water Board 
must take proceedings within six months, if it wishes to recover 
water rates in the magisterial courts, but can wait for the full 
sage of six years, if it prefers to sue in the county court. 

he reason for this anomalous result is the following. By the 
Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, ss. 74 and 85, a statutory under- 


taker is authorized to supply water for domestic purposes and 
charge a rate for such supply : in other words, that Act plus the 
special Act creates a statutory contract between undertaker 
and consumer. Then the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848, 
s. 1], empowers the undertaker to recover that rate by summary 
proceedings before justices to which a limit of six months applies. 
Finally, the Local Government Amendment Act, 1861, gives the 
undertaker, in such case, the option of suing in the county 
court. Now here are three Acts of Parliament, which for 
brevity we will call statutes A, B, and C, Statute A creates a 
statutory debt ; statutes B and C give alternative remedies for 
non-payment of it. Statute B attaches a period of six months 
limitation to the remedy it gives, but that limit is not an incident 
of the right, merely of its remedy. Statute C gives an alterna- 
tive remedy to which by law a different limitation applies. Since 
the limit fixed by statute B is only incident to the remedy it 
gives, and not an incident of the legal right itself, the alternative 
remedy supplied by statute C is not affected by that limit, but 
enjoys the common law or general statutory limitation applicable 
to its own class of remedy. It would have been quite otherwise 
had statutes A and B been identical, i.¢., if the statute which 
created the right had also fixed a limit of six months ; in that 
case a subsequent statute giving an option to sue elsewhere 
would give that remedy subject to the original limitation, for in 
such a case that limitation is part of the right itself, and not 
merely of the remedy (Tottenham Local Board v. Rowell, 1 Ex: D. 
514). Possibly the same result might have been arrived at by 
applying the distinction between alternative and substituted 
remedies, when conferred by a later statute, laid down in Black. 
burn v. Sanderson (1902, 1 K. B. 794) (alternative remedies), and 
West Ham Local Board v. Maddams (1876, 33 L. T. 809) 
(substituted remedies). 


The Operation of a Demurrage Clause. 

A CURIOUS argument in connection with the detention of two 
steamships at Rio was urged before Mr. Justice Bray in Western 
Steamship Co. (Limited) v. Amaral, Sutherland & Co. (Limited), 
(Times, \0th inst). The charter parties under which both ships 
were chartered contained a demurrage clause to the effect that, 
if the ships were detained by the consignees longer than the 
number of days necessary to unload at the average rate of 
500 tons per day (Sundays, holidays, and weather-barred days 
excepted), demurrage should be paid at an agreed rate 
per day. On the expiry of the “lay days” calculated 
on the above basis the ships were in fact detained by 
the consignees, one for 444 and the other for 42 days, 
which accordingly became “demurrage days” chargeable 
under the express terms of the charter party at the agreed 
demurrage rate named therein. But the owners claimed more 
than this ; they argued that in every charter-party there is an 
implied term by which demurrage days must not exceed a 
reasonable number ; if owner or consignee, as the case may be, 
exceeds this reasonable number, he must pay the actual damage 
sustained by the other party and not the agreed demurrage rate. 
This contention was based on the well-known rule of shipping 
law that, notwithstanding the existence of a demurrage clause, 
an owner is entitled to land the cargo himself if the consignee 
does not remove it at the expiry of a reasonable time (Wilson & 
Coventry (Limited) v. Otto Thoresen’s Line, 1910, 2 K. B. 405). 
This principle, it was contended, shews that “demurrage days” 
are limited to such number as are reasonably permissible to the 
consignee. Hence the period during which a ship lies at the 
port of loading, or of discharge, would include three categories 
of days: (1) “lay days,” in respect of which no extra payment 
is made, for they are included in the agreed rate of freight ; (2) 
“demurrage days,” limited to a reasonable number, for which the 
agreed demurrage is payable, and (3) all additional days of delay, 
in respect of which the party in default, be he the owner or 
charterer or consignee, must pay the actual damages sustained by 
the other contracting party. Now this contention, 1t seems to 
us, is based upon a failure to appreciate the nature of demurrage. 
Demurrage is in reality simply a form of liquidated damages for 
a breach of contract—namely, the undue delay ; owing to the 
difficulty of assessing the actual damage after the event, the 





parties are permitted by law to assess it beforehand by a contract 
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to pay a fixed amount should breach arise. The party in fault 
who has to pay is not exercising a contractual right when he 
detains the ship; he is breaking his contract and so pays 
demurrage by way of damage. There can be no distinction in 
law between a reasonable and unreasonable breach of contract ; 
it cannot be said that up to a certain date breach is reasonable, 
but after that date it becomes unreasonable. On the other hand, 
the shipowner is not entitled to withdraw his ship merely 
because the lay days have expired ; he must act so as to mirimize 
the damages which flow from the charterer’s breach ; this he does 
by allowing the ship to remain and claiming demurrage. When 
the delay, i.¢., the breach of contract by the charterer, becomes 
unreasonable, the owner's remedy is to unload, claim bis lien, 
and charge the expense to the charterer. It is not surprising, 
then, that Mr. Justice Bray refused to import this novel 
doctrine into the law of demurrage, and held that no such limit 
as contended for is known to the Law Merchant. 


Co-defendants’ Liability in Costs. 

IN PRACTICE there is hardly any Rule of the Supreme Court, 
which proves so useful to plaintiffs in a difficulty, as Ord. 16, 
r. 7. This rale permits a plaintiff, when in doubt as to the 
person from whom he is entitled to redress, to join together two 
or more co-defendants, in order that the question may be deter- 
mined as to which of them, if any, is liable. The typical 
applications of the rule are the following :—(1) actions against a 
principal and agent when the former repudiates the latter’s author- 
ity, ¢.g., Sanderson v. Blyth Theatre Co. (1903, 2 K. B. 533) ; (2) 
husband and wife as to liability for goods supplied to the latter : 
Morel v. Westmoreland (1904, A. C. 11); (3) plaintiff injured by 
the collision of two vehicles, one of which is presumably negligent : 
Bullock v. London General Omnibus Co. (1907, 1 K. B. 264); (4) 
lessee’s action for breach of covenant for quiet enjoyment or 
trespass against his landlord, and a party claiming an easement 
granted by the landlord, which the latter denies (Child v. 
Stenning, 7 C. D. 413) ; (5) shipowner’s alternative claim against 
charterer under charter-party, and consignee under bill of lading 
(Campania Sansinena v. Houlder Bros., Ltd., 1910, 2 K. B, 354). 
The advantage of joinder in all these cases is twofold: first, it 
saves the expense of two actions, and secondly, in a proper case, 
where one defendant succeeds and the other fails, the latter will 
be ordered, not only to pay the plaintiff's costs, but to indemnify 
the latter against the costs he has to pay the successful co- 
defendant. But an order as to costs in this form is not a 
matter of course ; it is only made when the guilty defendant has 
either (a) attempted in pleadings or at the trial to fix liability on 
his co-defendant, or (/) before action, placed the plaintiff in the 
dilemma of not knowing which to sue. An instance of the 
former is Pullock’s Case (supra) ; but an attempt to fix responsi- 
bility on the co-defendant, either during the action or before the 
writ, is apparently not necessary in order to expose an 
unsuccessful defendant to such an order. It is enough if, when 
applied to for redress, he simply denies liability without making 
any charge against his co-defendant. In order to escape liability 
to such an order he must expressly absolve the latter from 
responsibility, as well as deny blame in his own case. Such, at 
least, is the decision of Mr. Justice BANKES in a recent collision 
case, where negligent driving was alleged against one of two 
vehicles, an omnibus and a taxicab: Mulkern v. The National 
Motor Cab Co. (Limited) (Times, 17th inst.) 








In the House of Commons, in reply to Mr. Hume-Williams, who asked 
the Attorney-General ‘‘ whether his attention has been called to the fact 
that the President of the Probate and Divorce Court is now obliged, in 
order to deal with the arrears in his court, to put cases in the list for 
hearing on several days a week after the normal court hours, and to sit 
late to hear them; whether he is aware that such an arrangement in- 
volves inconvenience to suitors as well as unnecessary strain upon the 
judge; and whether any and, if so, what arrangements can be made to 
provide a proper number of judges to deal with the work in the Divorce 
Court. so that it may be conducted under normal conditions and at 
normal hours,” Sir Rufus Isaacs said : ‘‘ My attention has been called 
to the facts stated in the question. Every effort is being made by the 
learned President to deal with the arrears in his court regardless of any 
inconvenience to himself, and although some inconvenience may also be 
caused to suitors, they will doubtless prefer it to having their cases 
postponed. It is not possible at present to make any other arrange- 


ments to deal with the work in this court,”’ 








Recent Cases on Workmen's 


Compensation. 
I 


Ir is now generally recognized among common law practitioners 
that workmen’s compensation law shares with shipping law 
the distinction of raising within an extremely small compass an 
exceptionally Jarge number of points, the solution of which 
requires the application of “ first principles.” Indeed, to counsel 
engaged in this branch of practice, one of its main charms is 
that it affords scope for the severest efforts of logic, while at the 
same time one can be quite certain of not overlooking a single 
decided case that is relevant —a combination of advantages which 
scarcely exists anywhere else. From time to time, therefore, we 
have been in the habit of noticing in these columns the 
points raised in the more important cases immediately after 
decision, and in the present article we propose to deal with some 
half-dozen questions of importance, which have engaged the 
attention of the Court of Appeal or the House of Lords during 
the past few weeks. 

While the neat questions which sometimes arise are not 
illustrated by any of the cases we have selected for comment, 
each one of them is of very considerable practical importance. 
Our first case, Wilmerson v. Lynn and Hamburg Steamship Co. 
(reported elsewhere), contains a mest interesting judgment by the 
Master of the Rolls, explaining the relative functions of an arbi- 
trator and the Court of Appeal in deciding questions under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. Our second case, Costello v. 
Kelsall Brothers and others (ante, p. 609), deals with the classes of 
fishermen excluded from the benefits of the Act because they 
receive a “share of profits” in addition to wages, and in the 
opinion of a good many practitioners places a somewhat narrow 
interpretation on the words of the statute. Our third case, Potts 
or Young v. Niddrie and Benhar Coal Co.( Limited) (1913, W. N.206), 
is a House of Lords judgment on a Scots appeal upon the vexed 
and puzzling problem of “ dependency.” Our fourth case, Casey v. 
Humphries (1913, W. N. 221), it must be confessed, helps rather 
to obscure than to elucidate the meaning of the “wilfulmisconduct” 
on the part of the workman which relieves the employer from 
liability in the case of temporary, but not permanent incapacity 
or death ; but despite its obscurity the case is too important to 
be omitted here. In our fifth case, Edwards v. Wingham Agricul- 
turai Implement Co. (Limited) (reported elsewhere), the Court of 
Appeal had to consider in new circumstances how far the “ course 
of employment ” includes the time occupied by a workman in going 
to or returning from his work. And an enormously important 
question in practice came up in our sixth case, Calico Printers’ 
Association (ante, p. 662), which decided that an employer who 
invites the court to fix the capital sum for which permanent 
weekly compensation may be computed under Schedule J, 
paragr. 17, is not permitted to elect whether he will pay the 
weekly sum or the capital value awarded ; having asked the court 
to assess the latter, he is bound by his choice of that alternative. 
Lastly, we propose to note two cases which have decided an 
important point as to the duration of compensation, namely 
Harwood’s case (1913, 2 K. B. 158) and McAnally’s case (7imes, 
17th inst.). It will be seen that a wide field is covered by 
these eight cases ; but, curiously enough, points relating to the 
nature of an “accident,” once so frequent, are conspicuous by 
their absence. 

Now /ilmerson’s Case (supra) is a very interesting illustration 
of the extent to which the statute makes the arbitrator (normally 
of course, the county court judge) absolute judge of fact with- 
out appeal. Among questions of fact to bo decided by him is 
the question whether the relation between the applicant and the 
respondent is that of ‘ workman and employer ” (to which alone 
the Act applies), or that of some other contract, such as 
bailment or locatio operis (to which the Act does not apply). 
And although questions of this kind involve mixed conclusions 
of law as well as of fact, the Court of Appeal will nov interfere 
with the arbitrator’s finding of fact as to whether or not the 
relationship is that of “employer and workman,” except in two 
cases: (1) where he “misdirects himself as to the law ”—i.<., 
shews that he has misunderstood the legal definition of the 
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relationship, and therefore applied a wrong test to the facts ; (2) 
where there is “no evidence” to support bis view; thus, where 
there is evidence both ways on which he can exercise his discretion, 
he cannot be interfered with, but there must be a certain minimum 
of such evidence to support his award—a mere scintilla, as the 
Master of the Rolls says in his judgment, is not enough. The 
best-known cases which illustrate these principles are Doggett v. 
Water'oo Taxicab Co. (1910, 2K. B. 336), which decided as a 
matter cf law that the relationship between cabman and owner is 
that of bailee and bailor, not master and servant ; and Simmons 
v. Heath Laundry Co. (1910, 1 K. B., 543), which discusses the 
question, how far a music governess is engaged as a servaut 
or as an independent contractor. 

In Wilmerson’s- Case, however, the question came up in a 
different shape. Here a Dock Conservancy Board had its statu 
tory right to appoint “ meters and weighers,” who were under the 
orders of headmen appointed likewise by the board, and who had 
the monopoly of checking certain quantities on board ship. The 
question was whether these weighers were the board’s servants, or 
those of the shipowners, who, from time to time, had one or more 
allotted to them by the “headman’? of the board. The county 
court judge having found on the evidence as to payment, orders, 
&ve., that they were in fact the shipowners’ servants, the Court 
of Appeal applied this rule as to the arbitrator’s functions 
and accepted his finding as conclusive. 

In Costello's Case (supra) the House of Lords affirmed a series of 
cases which excluded from the benefit of the Act fishermen who 
receive, in addition to a wage, either a share in the gross, or a 
share in the net, profits. This follows from one interpretation 
of section 7 (2), which excepts from the operation of the Act 
members of the crew of a fishing-vessel when remunerated “ by 
shares in the profits.” There are two possible views as to the 
meaning of the section: the first that it was intended to refer 
only to fishermen wholly, or at any rate chiefly, remunerated 
by such a share, and that it was never intended to include wage- 
earners who got a “bonus ” in addition to their wages calculated 
on the gross or net earnings of the vessel ; the second, that any 
receipt of a share in profits is enough toexclude. The latter and 
Jess benevolent view prevailed in Aberdeen Steam Trawling, 
de., Co. v. Gill (1908, 1 Butt. W. ©. C. 274); and it was 
extended to the case of a fisherman who received from the 
employer a guarantee that his share would equal a fixed minimum 
wage in Admiral Fishing Co. v. Robinson (1910, 1 K. B. 540). The 
point remained open whether the sub-section included a share in 
“net” profits as well as one in “ gross” profits ; but the question 
is now closed by the present decision adversely to the fisherman. 

Potts v. Niddrie and Benhar Coal Co, (Limited) (supra) put right 
in the House of Lords an erroneous interpretation placed on New 
Monckton Collieries (Limited) v. Keeling (1911, A. C. 648) by the 
Scots Court of Session. The last-named case, now the lead- 
ing case on dependency, held that there is no legal presumption 
that a man’s children are “dependants” so as to be entitled to 
compensation in the event of his death by an accident arisiug 
out of and in the course of his employment; the question of 
dependency is one of “fact,” resting partly on the legal obliga- 
tion, partly on the extent to which it is being fulfilled, and 
partly on the probability of steps being taken to enforce it. In 
the present case the deceased workman deserted his wife, who 
obtained, in 1909, a decree awarding alimony in respect of her 
two infant children. For a time this was paid, then the father 
disappeared, and was not again discovered until the date of his 
fatal accident in 1911. Here the legal obligation to pay alimony 
for the children’s maintenance, the actual payment of it for a 
time, and the intention of the mother to enforce payment upon 
discovery of the father’s whereabouts, all, when combined, were 
enough to create legal dependency notwithstanding the absence 
of actual payment or support for two years prior to the father’s 
decease. (To be continued.) 








In the House of Commons on Monday Mr. Pike Pease asked the 
Prime Minister if he would state whether the proposals relating to the 
reform of the House of Lords would be in the form of a Bill, and 
whether it would be introduced in this House. The Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, who replied, said : I cannot anticipate the form which our 


Proposals will take. 





Reviews. 
Chitty’s Statutes. 


Cuitty’s Statutes oF Practican Utitity. ARRANGED IN 
ALPHABETICAL AND CHRONOLOGICAL OrpER. WitH NoTEs AND 
InpExEs. Tue Srxtn Eprrion. By W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., 

- Barrister-at-Law Vor. XV., “Time” to “Workine CLassEs.” 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). £1 1s. net. 
Among the titles which this volume contains are Tithe and 

Tithe Rent Charge, Trade Marks, Trustees, Water, and Wills. The 

law of tithe and tithe rent charge depends mainly on the Tithe Act, 

1836, with the series of amending Acts, and the Tithe Act, 1891, which 

relieved occupiers of direct liability. In Ludlow v. Pike (1904, 

1 K. B. 531) it was held by Channell, J., that the landlord could not 

avoid the statute by reserving tithe rent-charge as an additional rent. 

This case is referred to in the notes (p. 105), but not the recent case of 

Tuff v. Drapers Company, (ante, p. 43), in which the Court of Appeal 

took the same view. The title Trade Marks contains a very useful 

print of the Trade Marks Act, 1905, and the notes give 
references to the numerous cases on “distinctive” marks under 
section 9, to which J'eofani’s Trade Mark (ante, p. 686) now makes 
an important addition. The law of trusts is still in the main case 

law, but the statute law includes section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, 

giving to trustees the benefit of the Statutes of Limitation, the 

Trustee Act, 1893, the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, and the Public 

Trustee Act, 1906. All these are excellently annotated. The Act of 

1896 has become practically obsolete, we believe, as regards the 

appointment of judicial trustees, but section 3, aliowing relief in 

certain cases of breach of trust, is of great importance. The title 

Water includes the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847 and 1863, and 

under Water (Metropolis) the various Water Acts for the metro- 

polis, the chief of which is now the Metropolis Water 

Act, 1902, are printed, with the Water Stock Regulation 

of 1903. The title Wills includes the Accumulations Acts, 1800 

and 1892, and the Wills Act, 1837, and, as with other Acts, the 

notes are a full and valuable guide to the case law which has 
grown round the statutes. This volume completes the present 
edition of Chitty’s Statutes—one of the most useful works in the 
lawyer's library. The edition has been very efficiently prepared and 
printed, and, if we may say so, reflects great credit on the editor 
and publishers. 





Books of the Week. 


Railways.—Pitman’s Railway (Rebates) Case Law. By Geo. B. 
LISSENDEN. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 10s. 6d. net. 

Digest.—Mews’ Digest of English Case Law. Quarterly issue, 
July, 1913. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 5s. 

Company Law.—The Law Relating» to Prospectuses. By 
FREDERICK EDWARD FarreEn, Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson, 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 8s. net. 
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Correspondence. 


Foreclosure Orders and Increment Value Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. 

Sir,—Your correspondent of last week, re the above, will be inter- 
ested to hear that the point he inquires about has already received 
the attention of the Inland Revenue authorities. 

We would beg to refer him to your issue of the Ist October, 1910, 
when you were good enough to print a letter we then wrote you on 
this matter, to which was appended a copy of the official ord 
received by us from the Department direct. It might perhaps be a 
convenience if you were to reproduce the official communication as 
a footnote to this letter. We shall be interested to learn whether 
the authorities still hold to the view expressed therein, 

While we gladly accept the opinion of the Commissioners, we are 
by no means sure that their ruling is correct, as it 1s possible to 
suggest that the “ contract,” in pee ange of nee Oe — is 
-ffected, is necessarily incidental to the mortgage relationship. 
pores : , Gipson & WELDON. 

27, Chancery-lane, London, July 22. 

The following is the letter referred to by our correspondents :— 

Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C. 
2ist September, 1910. 
FINANCE (1909-10) Act, 1910. INCREMENT VALUE DUTY. 

Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter dated the 15th inst., I am 
directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to acquaint you that they are 
advised that » foreclosure decree is not a transfer in pursuance of “—y 
contract ; and, consequently, it does not create an “ occasion for the 
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am, gentlemen, your obedient servant, 
P. THOMPSON, Assistant Secretary. 


Measrs. Gibson & Weldon. 


[We are obliged for our correspondents’ letter. We had forgotten 
their former letter, and did not refer to our last general index 
(1903 ah where it is duly indexed under “ Land Value Duties.”— 
Ep. S.J. 


Extinguishment of Title. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I confess that I am puzzled by your note upon my second 
letter, in your issue of the 19th inst. {ou say “ We intended to 
point out that section 10 does not apply to the case of the entire 
proceeds of sale of land, but only to definite sums of money payable 
out of land. In re For it does not seem to have been relevant.” 

If I have not exhausted your patience I would ask :—(1) Whether 
the money claimed by the mortgagee in re Yor was not a definite 
sum of money payable out of land? and (2), If section 10 was not 
relevant, what section did prevent the mortgagee from getting the 
benefit of the express trust ? W. H. W. 

[With deference to our correspondent we think that the matter is 
covered by our note to his first letter (ante, page 661). As between 
the trustees and the cestui que trust, there was an express trust of 
a share of the proceeds of sale of land which prevented the statute 
running, and to this case, we have suggested, section 10 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, does not apply. As between the 
cestut que trust and his mortgagee, there was no question of trust at 
all, but the ordinary relation of mortgagor and mortgagee. The 
subject of the mortgage was held to be “land” within the statutory 
definition, and the lapse of the statutory time extinguished the 
mortgagee’s title as against the mortgagor. This left the mortgagor 
clear to recover his share by virtue of the express trust, and his 
title was not disputed. The answer to our correspondent’s questions 
are: (1) No; the mortgagee was claiming a share of proceeds of 
sale ; (2) there was no trust as between mortgagor and mortgagee. 
If the mortgage title had not been extinguished, the mortgagee 
would have been entitled to the benefit of the trust as against the 
trustees. But the mortgage title was extinguished, and the benefit 
of the trust reverted to the mortgagor—or, rather, to his trustee in 
bankruptcy. This exhausts our knowledge, but not our patienca, 
and we fear we must leave the matter there.—-Ep. S../,]. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Judicial Committee of the Privy 


* Council. 


B. MEYER & CO. (LIM.) v. 8ZE HAI TONG BANKING AND INSUR- 
ANGE CO, (LIM.). 13th June; 10th July. 


Bitts or Excuance-—Cueques Crossep GENERALLY, Parp sy Bank 
OTHERWISE THAN TO A BANKER—KNOWLEDGE OF PayeEs or Metuop 
EMPLOYED BY THEIR COLLECTOR—MISAPPROPRIATION BY COLLECTOR— 
Listy or Bank—Estoprer—Brmuis or Excuance Act, 1882 (45 
& 46 Vicr. o. 61), s. 79. 


The plaintiffs were merchants and the defendants bankers. The 
plaintiffs kept current accounts with a trading society as well as with 
the defendants. They had a cashier and collector who kept a current 
account on his own behalf with the trading society. It had been a 
frequent practice of the plaintiffs’ cashier, instead of receiving cash for 
cheques drawn on the defendants, to obtain from the defendants 
cheques of corresponding amount drawn by them on another bank in 
favour of the plaintiffs or bearer and crossed gencrally, since the trading 
society refused to collect for their customers cheques drawn upon the 
defendants. Certain of these cheques having been misappropriated by 
the cashier, the plaintiffs claimed that the defendants were liable to 
make good the loss. 

Held, that the principle of payment adopted by the defendant bank 
was not a mere exchange of securities, but a ‘‘ payment of a crossed 
cheque paid by a bank other than to a banker’; but that the 
plaintiffs, having knowledge that their cashier often obtained payment 
of their customers’ cheques in this way, were estopped from denying 
he had authority from them, and could not succeed in their claim 
against the bank. 








The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council gave judgment in 
this appeal, which was brought by the plaintiffs from a judgment of 
the Supreme Court of the Straits Settlement. The Committee was 
composed of the Lord Chancellor, Lords Shaw, De Villiers, Moulton, 
on ae Samuel Griffith. The arguments were heard on the 13th of 

Lord De Vittrers, in delivering the opinion of the Committee, said : 
This is an appeal from a judgment of the Supreme Court of the Straits 








Settlements affirming a judgment of the Chief Justice in favour of tha 
defendants in the action. The plaintiffs were dealers in opium and 
other goods, and the defendants were bankers, and the claim was for 
18,059 dols., being the total amount of four cheques drawn on the 
defendants in favour of the plaintiffs or bearer and crossed generally. 
The plaintiffs kept current accounts with the Netherlands Trading 
Society, as well as with the defendants, and they had in their service 
as cashier and collector a man named Jacob Abed, who kept a 
current account on his own behalf with the Netherlands Trading 
Society. It appears that during the two years immediately preceding 
that in which the four cheques now in question were drawn, it had 
been a frequent practice in the plaintiffs’ office for the plaintiffs’ 
cashier, instead of receiving cash for cheques drawn on the defendants, 
to obtain from the defendants cheques of corresponding amounts drawn 
by them on another bank in favour of the plaintiffs or bearer and 
crossed generally. This was done because the Trading Society refused 
to collect for their customers cheques drawn upon the defendants. 
It further appears that during the two years just mentioned a con- 
siderable number of the cheques thus drawn by the defendants on 
other banks had been misappropriated by Jacob Abed, who paid the 
proceeds into his own current account with the Netherlands Trading 
Society. The four cheques now in question were dealt with in a 
similar way, and the plaintiffs in this action, relying upon the pro- 
visions of section 79 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, claimed the 
amount of these cheques as damages suffered owing to such cheques 
having been paid otherwise than to a banker. Section 79, sub-section 
2, of the Act enacts that ‘‘ where the banker on whom a cheque is 
drawn .... pays a cheque crossed generally otherwise than to a 
banker . . . . he is liable to the true owner of the cheque for any loss 
he may suffer owing to the cheque having been so paid.’’ It was sug 
gested to their lordships in argument that there had been a mere 
exchange of securities and not a payment of the cheques in question, 
but they are clearly of opinion that the handing over to Abed of fresh 
cheques drawn by the defendants on another bank should in law be 
treated as payment to him. In the view which their lordships take of 
this case special circumstances exist which disentitle the plaintiffs to 
relief, not because the damages are too remote, as held by the learned 
Chief Justice, but because the plaintiffs are estopped from denying 
Abed’; authority to receive payment of the cheques from the defen- 
dants. The plaintiffs must be presumed to have known the manner in 
which the business of their own office was conducted; they placed 
Ab-d it sole charge of the cash without exercising any effectual control 
over him, and they held him out to the world as their cashier and 
collector, with authority to collect the amounts of their bills by cheque, 
cash, or in any other way. They cannot, therefore, now be heard, as 
against the defendants, to say that the apparent authority with which 
they had clothed him was not his real authority. For these reasons 
their lordships have humbly advised his Majesty that the appeal 
should be dismissed. The appellants will pay the costa of the appeal.— 
Counstt, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., and Heber Hart; Holman Gregory, 
K.C., and Ernest Charles. Sortcrrors, Ford, Iloyd, Bartlett, & 
Michelmore. 
(Reported by Ersktne Rern, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


WILMERSON v. LYNN AND HAMBURG STEAMSHIP CO. No. 1. 
3rd and 5th July, 


Workmen's CompensaATION—EmplLoyeR—‘‘ MeTeER AND WEIGHER "— 
APPOINTMENT AND License BY Harsour AvUTHORITY—EMPLOYMENT IN 
CONNECTION WITH UNLOADING VeESSEL—EVIDENCE—WORKMEN’S Com- 
PENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 58), s. 13—Kina’s Lynn Con- 
SERVANCY Act, 1897. 


A workman who had been appointed an “ assistant-meter and 
weigher” by a harbour board acting under statutory powers, and had 
thereby acquired a right to be employed in rotation to measure and 
weigh cargo unloaded from vessels in the harbour, met with injury by 
accident in the course of the employment. The steamship company, under 
the Act requlating the harbour, applied to the board for the meters 
they required, and had no choice as to the men sent. Payment was 
made to a head man, who divided the sum received, less expenses, 
among the meters under him. The steamship company exercised con- 
trol as to how, when, and where the work was to be done. 

Held, that there was evidence from which the arbitrator might 
properly find that the steamship company were the workmen’s employers, 
and that he was not an independent contractor. 


Appeal of the respondents from an award of the county court judge 
at King’s Lynn. Under the King’s Lynn Conservancy Act, 1897, and 
the rules of the Conservancy Board made thereunder, it was the duty 
of the Board to appoint six head and sixteen assistant ‘‘ meters and 
weighers ’’ to measure and weigh cargo discharged from vessels within 
the limite of the port, and no other persons were permitted to act in 
that capacity, under penalty for breach. The meters were duly licensed 
and sworn, and were required to obey the rules made by the board. 
They were not employed as such continuously, but as occasion required 
in rotation, the nota being kept secret. A vessel arriving in the port 
with cargo to be discharged would apply at the office of the board for 
so many meters and weighers, and the required number next on the 
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list for duty would be sent. Payment was not allowed to be made to 
the men directly, but the amount payable for their services, less certain 
deductions for expenses, was handed to the head man, who divided it 
among the meters under him. The applicant was unloading cotton cake 
from the respondents’ steamship, when a 56-lb. weight fell on his foot 
and injured it. The county court judge held on the evidence that he 
was employed by the steamship company, and that he was not hired 
out by the board to the company. The respondents appealed on the 
ground that he was either in the employment of the board or an inde- 
pendent contractor. The court reserved judgment. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R. : In this case the applicant met with an acci- 
dent on board the respondents’ ship while unloading in Lynn Harbour. 
Compensation was claimed, and the defence was that the relation of 
employer and workman did not exist between the parties. The learned 
county court judge has over-ruled this defence, and has awarded com- 
pensation. It is perhaps desirable to lay down, though not for the first 
time, the function of this court in matters of this kind. It is for the 
county court judge, acting as arbitrator under the Act, to find the 
facts, and upon the facts so found to decide whether the relation of 
employer and workman existe. It is not correct to say that his deci- 
sion is binding in all cases and cannot be reviewed. If there is no 
evidence worthy of the consideration of a jury in support of the deci- 
sion, this court can, and ought to, set it aside. The taxi-cab case— 
Doggett v. Waterloo Tazi-cab Company (1910, 2 B. K. 336) is a clear 
authority for this view. The county court judge there held that the 
driver was a workman and the taxicab owner was an employer, and 
awarded compensation. This court held that there was no evidence to 
support that award. We held that the relation was that of bailor and 
bailee, not that of employer and workman, and we allowed the appeal. 
Doggett’s case has since been approved in the House of Lords in Smith 
v. General Motor-cab Co., Ltd. (1911, A. C. 188). If, however, there 
is evidence both ways, it is not competent for this court to set aside 
the award of the county court judge, even though upon the balance 
of the evidence the court might be inclined to take a different view. 
This principle has been repeatedly laid down. I need only refer to 
Simmons v. Heath Laundry Co. (1910, 1 K. B. 543). Indeed it seems 
obvious from the language of the statute. When I say ‘“‘ evidence both 
ways*’ it will be understood that I mean something more than a 
scintilla of evidence—something fit for the consideration of a jury. It 
remains to apply these principles to the facts of the present case, which 
certainly are peculiar. The applicant is an assistant meter and weigher 
appointed by the Conservancy Board of King’s Lynn under etatutory 
authority. There are sixteen established meters and weighers, all of 
whom are sworn and licensed. The employment of the licensed men 
is compulsory. There is a rota which is kept secret, and each meter 
and weigher is employed in rotation. A vessel desiring meters and 
weighers communicates with the office, and the number of men required 
are sent to the vessel. Charges for the services thus rendered are 
fixed by a schedule, generally at so much per ton. The amount 
received by the head man, who is alone entitled to receive the money, 
is equally divided among the men, subject to certain deductions. No 
man is allowed to receive a penny directly or indirectly from the 
vescel. In these circumstances I think it is impossible to say that there 
was no evidence to support the award. The shipowners wanted a 
meter and weigher, who must be a licensed man. It is true they did 
not select the particular individual. That was done for them. There 
is no difficulty in holding that they employed a man selected for them. 
They found the money which alone provided his wages or remuneration, 
and it is not material that all the licensed men pooled their earnings 
They gave directions when and where and how the work should be 
done. They could send the man away from the vessel, although they 
could not deprive him of the status of a licensed meter or weigher. 
If they were not his employers, I feel a difficulty in saying who were ; 
and I can see no ground for holding that he was an ** independent 
contractor.”’ I have purposely indicated only the points favouring the 
particular view adopted by the county court judge. But these points 
seem to me to be of such a nature as to render it impossible for us to 
“oe with . award. 

ENNEDY and Swinren Eapy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to th 
effect.—Counset, Neilson; T. H. Walker, KC. ah 0. } ob coma 
Soricrrors, Church, Rendell. 4: Co., for Parsons & Carr, King’s Lynn; 

, 
Field, Rowe, & Co., for Sadler 4: Woodwark, King’s Lynn. 


[Reported by H. Laweronp Lawie, Barrister-at-Law.] 


EDWARDS v. WINGHAM AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT CO, 
(LIM.). No. 1. Ist July. 


Workmen’s ComPensation—‘‘Ovur oF AND IN THE COURSE OF THE 
EmPLoyMENT’’—ACCIDENT WHILE Cyc~tiInc Home From Work— 
BicycLe ProvipeD By EMPLOYERS—EMPLOYMENT OVER FOR THE DAY— 
Worxmen’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 


A workman was employed to look after agricultural machines, an 
occupation which involved his travelling considerable distances, for 
which his employers provided him with a bicycle. Having left off 
work for the day, he essayed to ride home several miles away, and 
when within a short distance of his destination he met his death as the 
result of a collision with a motor. 

Held, that the accident did not arise in the course of the employ- 
ment, . 

Cremins v. Guest, Keen, & Nettlefold (Limited) (1908, 1 X. B. 469) 
distinguished. 





Appeal of the widow of a deceased workman from an award of 
the county court judge at Dover in favour of the respondents. The 
deceased was employed to attend to some one or other of a number of 
agricultural machines and traction engines belonging to the respondents 
which were in use in various places scattered over a considerable area, 
and also to attend to his employers’ interests in a particular district. 
In the course of his work he often had to travel many miles a day, 
and for this purpose the employers provided him, among others 
similarly employed, with a bicycle, and paid the cost of any repairs 
which it needed. There was evidence that no workman would take the 
work he was doing without having the use of a bicycle. On the day 
of his death he finished his work, for which he was paid by the hour, 
at 6 p.m., and started to cycle home some miles away over a main 
road, and when within a short distance of home, it being then after dark, 
he was run into by a motor lorry and killed. The widow claimed com 
pensation, but the county court judge made an award in favour of the 
respondents. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., after stating the facts of the case, said that 
it had been frequently laid down by that court that the protection 
given to a workman by the Act did not extend to his going to and 
from his work, unless there were very special circumstances. Men 
leaving a factory and going through the streets to their homes were 
not within the Act; on the other hand, the contract of employment 
might be such as to define the time at which it began and ended. The 
court had been urged not to decide anything contrary to Cremins v. 
Guest, Keen, &: Nettlefold (Limited) (1908, 1 K. B. 469), and his lord 
ship had no intention of so doing, as it was a binding authority. The 
ground of that decision was, not that the protection of the Act ex 
tended from the colliery to the workman’s home, but that trains had 
been provided by the employers, in which the men were to have the 
right, if not the obligation, of travelling free of charge. That being 
so, it seemed clear that the employment began when the colliers 
entered the train in the morning and ceased when they left it in the 
evening. In Mole v. Wadworth (6 B. W. C. C. 128) the facts shewed 
that there was an implied contract between the parties that the work- 
man should use the employer’s boat to cross the river in, and that he 
could not have done without it from a business point of view. The 
question was whether the accident happened in the course of the em 
ployment, which in this case ended at 6 p.m. The workman was unde 
no obligation after 6 p.m. to ride home on his bicycle. Had the acci- 
dent happened while he was in the course of riding from one place to 
another during his work of inspection, his lordship aesumed, but with 
out deciding it, that it would have arisen not only out of but in the 
course of the employment. In his opinion the appeal failed, because 
the accident did not arise in the course of the employment. 

Kennepy, L.J., who said he concurred with great hesitation, as the 
use of the bicycle was part of the contract between the workman and 
his employers, and it was difficult to distinguish the case from Mole v. 
Wadworth (supra), and 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., who referred to Nolan v. Porter & Sons (2 
B. W. C. C. 106), gave judgment to the same effect.—Counsez, J. G 
Joseph; Rigby Swift, K.C., and Duckworth. Sortcrrors, Mowll & 
Mowll, for Mowll &: Mowll, Canterbury ; William Hurd & Son. 

[Reported by H. Laneronp Lewis, Basrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


DERBY MOTOR CAB CO. v. CROMPTON AND EVANS UNION BANK. 
Eve, J.” 11th July. 

LANDLORD AND TENANT—LEASE—COVENANT By Lessor Not TO LeT 
ADJOINING PREMISES AS A GARAGE—MEANING OF THE WorRD ‘ ADJOIN- 
ING.”’ 

The defendants let certain premises to the plaintiffs for a term of 
years, and covenanted not to let the adjoining premises during the said 
term as @ motor garage and office. Subsequently the defendants let 
premises near to, but not physically touching the demised premises, t 
the plaintiffs as a motor showroom. On a motion to restrain the de- 
fendants from letting the premises as a garage, 

Held, that the defendants had not committed a breach of the 
covenant. 

Semble : The word ‘‘ adjoining’’ means physically touching unless 
controlled by the context. 

Cave v. Horsell (1912, 3 K..2. 543) considered and explained. 

This was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
letting certain premises belonging to the defendants, or any othe) 
premises adjoining the premises demised by the defendants to the plain- 
tiffs, to any person or company as a motor garage and office without 
giving to the plaintiffs the firstrefusal of the said premises. By a 
lease of the 8th of May, 1911, the defendants demised certain premises 
to the plaintiffs, and covenanted not to let the adjoining premises be- 
longing to the lessor company during the said term as a motor garage 
and office. Subsequently the defendants let certain premises which 
were near to, but not actually next door to, the premises demised to thx 
plaintiffs, to one Guest, who used or intended to use them as a lock-up 
showroom for motors. The plaintiffs thereupon made this motion. 

Eve, J. : By a lease of the 8th of May, 1911, the defendants let cer 
tain premises to the plaintiffs, and they covenanted that they would 
not let other premises adjoining the premises demised to the plaintiffs 
to any person or company as a motor garage and office without giving 
to the plaintiffs the first refusal of the said premises. It was said on 
behalf of the plaintiffs that the defendants had committed a breach of 
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the covenant or threatened to commit a breach by letting the adjoining 
premises, which were not actually next door, to one Guest as a motor 
garage. The defendants contend that there has been no breach or 
threatened breach inasmuch as the premises in question were not 
‘‘ adjoining ’’ the premises demised to the plaintiffs, and they were not 
let as a motor garage. The first question is whether the premises were 
let as a motor garage. The evidence on the point is not very satis- 
factory. The written agreement for the letting is not before the court, 
but there is an affidavit by Guest as to the purposes for which he took 
the premises—that is, for the purpose of a lock-up showroom for motois. 
He does not intend to keep anyone there, but there will be communi- 
cation by a bell with his premises on the opposite side of the street. 
The onus is on those who say that there has been a breach, and the 
of Guest goes to shew that there is no intention to use th 
In those circumstances it is impossible to hold 


evidence 
premises as a garage 


hat the plaintiffs are entitled to an interlocutory injunction. That 
disposes of the motion, but as the question with regard to the meaning 
of the word “ adjoining has been argued at considerable length, I 


hink it right to express my opinion upon it. I do not altogether 


take the view taken by counsel for the plaintiffs of the case of Cave 

Horsell (1912, 3 K. B. 543). I think the effect of that decision has 
been exaggerated. Primd facie, the word “adjoining’’ means abso- 
utely contiguous as laid down by Parke, J., in Rex v. Hodges (1 Moo. 


nd M. 341) and Cozens-Hardy, J., in Vale v. Moorgate-street and 
Rroad-street Buildings (Limited) (80 L. T. 487), and adopted by the 
Court of Appeal in 7nd Coope & Co. v. Hamblin (84 L. 'T. 168). When 


he Court of Appeal has decided what is the primary meaning of a word 


t is very undesirable that any doubt should be thrown upon it. It 
is of importance to conveyancers and others that a word used in legal 
locuments should have a fixed and not a flexible meaning. I think 
the result of t! decision in (at v. Horsell ia this, that, while a ept 


‘ the authority of Jnd Cr pe & Co Vv. Hamblin, there are cases in 
ntext imposes a ondary meaning. That was the case 
court disclaimed any intention of deciding the abstract 
meaning of the word. Adopti: that view of Cave v. Horsell. can I 
iy in the present » that there is a context which shews an inten 
tion to use the word in other than its strict and primary meaning? In 


vhich the « 
there, and the 


my opinion there is nothing in the covenant to control the ordinary 
meaning of the word. The words are ‘‘the adjoining premises,’’ and 
unless I have regard to what I may presume to have been the intention 

the part not et why | should give it a larger meaning. 


There is not in the present case the word ‘‘any’”’ as there was in 
Cave vy. Tlorsell. I cannot therefore hold that there is anything in the 
ntext to put a wider meaning on the word, and on that also I should 
have refused the injunction. I make no order on the motion except 
that the costs will be costs in the action Counsex, Jessel, K.C., and 
Owen Thompson; Clayton, K.C., and Manning Soxticrrors, J'aylor, 
loare, & Jelf, for R. Eddowes, Derby; Geare & Willis, for Robotham 

Co., Derby 
[Reported by 8. E. Wir1tams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HOPE v. OSBORNE. Neville, J. 


Manor—Criam To Ricut or ComMMON—ALLEGED WASTE oF THE MANOR 

CLaIm TO ComMON oF TURBARY IN THE LoRD’s WasTES—-GRANT OF 

Estovers—-TRespASs IN ASSERTION OF THE CLAIM—EXCESSIVE 
DAMAGE—INJUNCTION. 


19th June. 


Where the tenant f a manor, claiming common of pasture, common 
turt ry and common of estove re, entered on the wastes of the manor 
and cut down some twenty acres of fir and birch trees and saplings in 
rtion of their right, 
lela that they had 
} yuld have an injunction against them and damages, because 
e alleged rights had not been wrongfully destroyed, but only possi- 
y curtailed, and their proper course in such a case is to apply to the 
wrt for a declaration of their rights. 
Kirby (1795, 6 7’. 2. 483) followed. 
Ellis (1827, 7 B. & C. 346) distinguished, 


The plaintiff was both lord of the manor and freeholder of a farm 
the parish in which the manor was situated. Part of the farm 
nsisted of about 420 acres of heath land, which formerly was copy- 
hold of the manor, but had been enfranchised in 1866, and the plaintiff 
uimitted that the copyhold tenants of the manor had a right to enter 
upon the heath land and to cut and carry away furze and heather as 
fuel. On the 16th of March, 1912, the defendants, some of them 
being copyhold or customary tenants of the manor and others of them 
being inhabitant occupiers of the parish, entered upon the heath lands 
and cut down some twenty acres of fir and birch trees and saplings in 
the assertion of a right—which the plaintiff denied—to common of 
ture, to common of turbary, and common of estovers over the heath 
nd, and did damage to upwards of £100 in amount. Thereupon the 
plaintiff brought this action, claiming an injunction and damages. The 
defendants by their defence claimed to be entitled to the said rights 
/£ common by the custom of the manor or by prescription or by lost 
grant, and they justified the acts complained of on the ground that 
they were done for the purpose of maintaining and preserving their 
rights and privileges over the heath lands, and were necessary for the 
protection of the said rights and privileges. Counsel for the plaintiff 
ontended that even if the defendants had any rights (which they 
denied) they had certainly no right to take the law into their own 
hands. They should have come to the court for a declaration of their 
rights. They had clearly committed acts of trespass which they could 


committed a_ tre pass for which the lord 


1e@ mar 


~acdgrove v. 


\rlett 





| of the fence to admit their commonable cattle. 


not in any event justify, and which had resulted in excessive damage, 
It had long ago been laid down that a commoner cannot justify the 
cutting down of trees planted by the lord on the waste of the manor, 
although there be not a sufficiency of common left to him on which 
to exercise his rights. He must in every event come to the court for 
his remedy : Sadgrove v. Kirby (1795, 6 T. R. 483). The case of 
Avlett v. Ellis (1827, 7 B. & C. 346 and 1829, 9 B. & C. 671), which 
came before the courts on so many occasions, and bristled with difficul- 


| ties, is only material to the present case upon one point, in that it decided 


that the commoners would not be guilty of a trespass in pulling down 
a sufficient portion of a fence which had been wrongfully erected by 
the lord for the express purpose of keeping them out of the waste of 
the manor. Here they would be entitled to pull down a sufficient part 
This is not what the 


| defendants in this action have done, but they have cut down trees 








quite properly planted by the lord on his wastes. Counsel for the de- 
fendants contended that the cases cited in argument on behalf of the 
plaintiff only dealt with the question of common of pasture, while 
the right to take turf or cut wood for fuel extended to every part of 
the common, and anything which is done to destroy these two last 
rights is a nuisance which the commoner is entitled to abate without 
coming to the court for a declaration of his rights. They referred to 
the statement of the law by Lord Mansfield in the case of Grant v. 
Gunner (1809, 1 Taunt. 435), where Mr. Serjeant Williams, havi: 
disclaimed the hope of adducing authorities to the contrary effect, the 
very learned Lord Chief Justice said that there could be no approver 
{that is, enclosure of common by the lord, leaving, nevertheless, a suffi 
ciency of common for the tenants of the manor to exercise their rights 
upon] in derogation of a right of turbary, because at common law the 
lord can only approve against a common of pasture appendant, which 
is an annually renewing right quite unlike the right to common of 
turbary. They also referred to the case of Davies v. Williams (1851, 
16 Q. B. Rep. 546), which decided that where a house obstructs th 
exercise of the defendant’s right of common he may, after notice, pull 
it down. 

Nevite, J., after stating the facts, said : I will assume, without in 
any way deciding whether the rights claimed by the defendants do or 
d> not exist, that there is a nuisance, and that everything pleaded by 
the defendants is true. Now if this nuisance did exist, it is clear tha 
it did not amount to a complete exclusion of the defendants from the 
exercise of their alleged right, and I am of opinion that the principle 
of Sadgrove v. Kirby accordingly applies, and that the defendants 
proper remedy was to resort to the court for a declaration of their 
rights. The defendants have exceeded their rights in this matter, and 
here was no justification for the acts which the plaintiff complains. of 
An excessive trespass has been committed in this case, and I grant the 
plaintiff the injunction which he asks, and an inquiry as to damages.— 
Counset, Jenkins, K.C., and Henry Dobb; A. H. Poyser; Rowl 
Elliston. Soricrrors, &. R. Wood, for F. J. Wood, of Woodbridge ; 
Johnson, Weatherall, & Sturt, for Marshall & Son, of Ipswich. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrieterat-Law.] 








DAVIS v. MARRABLE. Joyce, J. 10th, 11th, and 12th April; 
23rd June. 
Lighr—OBstRUCTION—ANCIENT LiGHT—ALTERATION OF HEIGHT 0} 
DirrereNtT Portions oF SERVIENT TENEMENT—LIGHT NOT DiMINISHED 

Fearep Furure OBstRUCTION—COMPENSATION—EASEMENT. 

The plaintiff was the owner of an ancient light overlooking the back o/ 
the defendant’s premises. The defendant made alterations to his 
premises, ruising the height of the front portion and lowering the back 
portion. In an action by the plaintiff for damages for obstruction of 
his ancient light, 

Held, that account must be taken of the new light which the plaintiff 
enjoyed over the portion of the defendant's building that had been 
lowered, that the plaintiff had suffered no diminution of light, and so 
had suffered no d mag and was not entitled to compensation , but, 
further, that he had a negative easement over the whole servient ten 
ment, and that the defendant could not subsequently, by raising th 
hack of his building, seriously obstruct the light enjoyed by the dominant 
tenement. 

The plaintiff in this action was the lessee of premises at Denmark 
Hill, consisting of a shop and offices on the ground floor used for a 
pawnbroking and jeweller’s business, with rooms above occupied as a 
dwelling-house by the manager and his family. This building faced 
east. and in the wall of the southern side, twelve feet above the ground 
level, was a staircase window five feet three inches by two feet nine, 
more than twenty years old, looking across a narrow alley, about 
* ol leasehold 


nine feet wide, on to the rear of the defendant’s 
premises, a new building erected for and used as a_ picture 
theatre, standing upon the site of a house and shop which 


had been altered to make room for the picture theatre. The 
old building had consistedof a shop of one storey, with a three- 
storey house behind, and the alterations consisted of the erection of 
a tower ten feet square and thirty-five feet high over the shop, and 
the removal of the top storey of the house. During the rebuilding the 


plaintiff commenced an action for an injunction to restrain the de- 
fendant from interfering with his ancient light and for damages, but 
the building was completed before the hearing of the motion for an 
interlocutory injunction, and at the trial the plaintiff claimed an inquiry 
as to damages by way of compensation for injury done by the defen- 
dant to the light which formerly came to the plaintiff’s ancient window, 
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and that, in assessing such damages, no allowance was to be made in 
respect of any additional light which might come to the ancient window 
over any other part of the defendant’s premises. It was contended for the 

laintiff that he was entitled to damages for the obstruction occasioned 

y the new tower, and that the fact that the rest of the building was 
lowered was immaterial, and that if the lowering of the back part of 
the defendant’s premises was taken into consideration so as to relieve 
the defendant from liability, the plaintiff would be without remedy in 
the case of severance of the defendant’s premises and of the back part 


being restored to its former height, since the present amount of light | 


over that part had not been enjoyed for twenty years: Colls v. Home 





and Colonial Stores (1904, A. C. 179, at p. 210), Jolly v. King (1907, | 


AGinpf 


Joyce, J., in a considered judgment, after stating the facts, said : On | 
the whole, in my opinion the access of light over the defendant’s pro- | 


perty to the plaintiff’s window is rather improved than otherwise, and 


there is no actual damage occasioned by the alteration of the building, | 


and the window in question is quite sufficiently well lighted. The 
defendant’s building so far as complained of was completed before the 
hearing of the motion, and there is no question of injunction, but 
damages are claimed, although at the present time there has been no 
actual damage caused. The plaintiff claims an inquiry, and says that 
in assessing the damage no deduction is to be made in respect of any 


additional light coming to the premises over any other part of the | 
The plaintiff’s contention, as is admitted, would | 


defendant’s premises. 
be the same if the defendants had erected the square tower only and 
removed all the rest of their building, leaving the site vacant. The 
authorities cited seem to me to refer not to access of light over another 


part, or the various parts considered as between themselves, of the | 


same tenement, but from or over a different tenement of a different 
owner. In none of the cases were such circumstances as these in con- 
templation. Here the only access of light to be considered is from 
or over the defendant’s tenement, and there is no question of light from 
other quarters. Again, as to the second contention of the plaintiff, it is 
said that the new or increased light over the defendant’s building 
might be taken away with impunity, but I do not accept this conten- 
tion. I think, looking upon the whole of this building and the manner 
in which the main part of it was altered, there is no deprivation of light, 
and I think that Gandy v. Gandy (30 Ch. Div. 57) shews that, if the 
defendant on this occasion takes credit for the additional light coming 
over the main part of the building as lowered, he could not on some 
future occasion be heard to say that that light could be taken away 
with impunity. The point decided in Gandy v. Gandy was that the 
defendant was not at liberty to retain the benefit of a decision given on 
the footing that his liability under the covenant continued, and at the 
same time to insist that his liability under it had determined. How- 


ever, apart from that, the plaintiff has a negative easement over the | 
defendant’s tenement, which precludes the defendant from causing an | 
obstruction of light over such tenement actionable within Colls v. Home | 


and Colonial Stores. If the defendants were to raise or alter their pre- 
sent building so as seriously to obstruct or to diminish the light now 
enjoyed, they would be obstructing the amount of light enjoyed during 
the preceding twenty years over the tenement, and that would be prima 
facie actionable. Since Col/s v. Home and Colonial Stores there is no 
longer any proprietorship in any particular cones or pencils of rays coming 


in any particular direction, but only the right to require the access of | 
light over the servient tenement not to be so diminished as to cause a | 


nuisance. The plaintiff here has now as much light over the defen- 
dant’s tenement as he has had for the last twenty years. probably a 


| the respondent acquired an English domicil. 


little more, and the defendant is not entitled now by raising any part | 


of his building to diminish that amount seriously. The result is that 


the action must be dismissed because in the circumstances the-plaintiff | 


is not entitled to any compensation, but from the novelty and difficulty | 


and from the conduct of the defendants in rushing their building the 


moment they had notice of complaints. I must deprive them of their | 


costs.—CounseL, for the plaintiff. Cunliffe. K.C.. and Woodfin; for the 

defendants. Hughes. K.C., and H. 2. Wright: F. H. Maugham. Sott- 

c1tors, Dallimore, Pilbrow, & Co. ; Isadore Goldman ; George Tilling. 
[Reported by R. CG. Cannrncroy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
DE MONTAIGU v, DE MONTAIGU. Evans, P. 2nd and 7th July. 
Dirvorce—Conriict or Laws—Foreton Nutirry or ENcLtisH MARRIAGE 
—MARRIAGE IN ENGLAND oF DomicirtepD FRENCHMAN AND ENGLISH- 


WoMAN—Marriace Invatip By French Law—Separate Domicr or 
Wire—Jvurispicrion—DEeEcner. 


A woman domiciled before her marriage in England, who has con- 
tracted in England a marriage valid in English law with a domiciled 
Frenchman, and has thereby acquired his domicil, may, after she is 
debarred from obtaining relief in France by a decree of nullity of the 
marriage pronounced there by a court “of competent jurisdiction 
petition the court of her original domicil, and obtain a decree dissolving 
the marriage. . 

The position is intolerable for the wife, and an exception may, if 


necessary, be made from the ordinary rule of domicil governi 
pee y f cil governing such 





| English law. 
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The suggestion of Lord Gorell in the Court of Appeal, in Ogden v. 
Ogden (otherwise Philip) (1908, P. 46, at pp. 82-83) adopted; and the 
judgment of Bargrave Deane, J., in Stathatos v. Stathatos (1913, P. 46; 
57 Sot. Journ. 114) approved and followed. 

July 2. Petition by Countess Kate de Montaigu for the dissolution 
of her marriage with her husband, Count Réné de Montaigu, on the 
grounds of his adultery and his statutory desertion, resulting from his 
non-compliance with a decree for restitution of conjugal rights. The 
case was undefended, and the charges proved. The petitioner was an 
Englishwoman and the respondent was French. They met in France, 
and were subsequently married at a register office in England in 1909. 
They then lived and cohabited in England, but there was no issue of 
the marriage. The respondent had no occupation and no business in 
England, but lived on an allowance from his father in France. ‘h 
marriage in England took place at his suggestion, as there were diffi- 
culties in the way of its celebration in France. In March, 1911, the 
respondent left the petitioner and returned to France. The petitioner 
asked him to come back to her, but he refused, and in January, 1912, 
she petitioned for and obtained a decree of restitution of conjugal 
rights. It was afterwards discovered that a declaration of nullity of 
the marriage for non-compliance with the requiremetits of the French 
law had been made, at the instance of the respondent's father, in Feb- 
ruary, 1910, by a competent French court, though the respondent had 
disregarded it, and had continued to live with the petitioner in Eng- 
land. An appearance on behalf of both parties had been entered in the 
French proceedings, but neither of them had taken any further step. 
Counsel for the petitioner argued that domicil was immaterial, for, if 
the respondent’s domicil were English, the petitioner was within the 
jurisdiction; if French, the French decree annulled the marriage, and 
the petitioner was entitled, on the authority of Stathatos v. Stathatos 
(1913, p. 46), and the dictum of Lord Gorell in Ogden v. Ogden (otherwise 
Philip) (1903, p. 46), to ask for a decree of dissolution of the marriage 
on the grounds of the respondent’s desertion and adultery. The 
Prestpent: On the evidence before me I am unable to say that 
That being so, the 
decision in Stathatos v. Stathatos (supra) is material, and as in that 
case Bargrave Deane, J., in giving judgment, said that he hoped the 
case would not be taken as a precedent, and that he also hoped it 
would go to the Court of Appeal, though, in fact, it did not, I think 
the duty of looking into the authorities is imposed upon me. Cur. 
adv. vult. - 

July 7. The Present, after stating the facts and the terms of the 
order of nullity of the French court, said : The result of that order is 
that in France this lady has no claim at all upon the man with whom 
she went through a perfectly valid form of marriage according to the 
He is not her husband and she is not his wife, and, 
according to the declaration of the French court, he never was her 
husband, and she never was his wife, because it is not a dissolution of 
the marriage that has been declared in France, but a nullity. Although 
that is the state of things in France, the state of things here is that, 
because the marriage was solemnized in due form according to English 
law, she must, nevertheless, be regarded as his wife here, because, 
according to the decree, although she is not his wife in France, and 
has no claim upon him, she must remain his wife here. So that if she. 
vere bold enough to enter into another marriage with an Englishman, or 
someone else, in this country, she would be guilty of bigamy. Now 
that is an extraordinary state of things, and the difficulty that arises in 
dealing with these matters is that decrees of dissolution have been 
based in this country upon domicil. I have said that she failed to 
prove that the husband had acquired an English domicil, and_ she, 
according to the law as to marriage which is followed in England, 
acquired the domicil of her husband, which is French. There ig no 
decision upon the point except the case of Stathatos v. Stathatos 
(supra), in which Bargrave Deane, J., adopted and acted upon the 
suggestion made in the Court of Appeal by the late Lord Gorell in the 
case of Ogden v. Ogden (supra). The point was not there decided by 
the Court of Appeal, but Lord Gorell, with the very large experience 
which he had acquired in the course of hie judgeship and presidency in 
this court, suggested a way out of the difficulty such as has arisen in 
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this case The Presipent read the passage (1908, P., p. 369), 
in which it is suggested that the wife should be permitted to 
sue in her own country for the dissolution of the tie which 
is recognized therein, though not in the foreign country, in case 
she has grounds of suit which would entitle her to a_ divorce 
if her husband had been domiciled in her country; in other 
words, to treat her as having a domicil in her own country which 
would be sufficient to support a suit; and after referring to a note on 
Ogden v. Ogden (supra) in the Appendix of the last edition of Dicey’s 
Conflict of Laws, at p. 839, he continued: The situation is an in- 
tolerable one for the wife, and I think it better, if necessary, to make 
an exception in a case like this from the ordinary rule of domicil that 
governs these cases, and give her a decree, as a practical way of giving 
her the redress to which she is entitled, and without which she would 

? I think it better t®? make this exception 


be suffering great hardship 
than to adhere to the rigid rule or theory of law in these cases. I, 
therefore, grant her a decree of dissolution, with costs against the 


husband, holding that I have jurisdiction in this respect.—CouNsEL, 
Bayford. Soricrrors, Tooth and Bloxam. 
[Re pe rted by C. P. Hawkers, Rarrister-et-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Cour. 
FEES TO TRINITY MASTERS. 

Rule 1 of the Supreme Court Rules, Fees to Trinity Masters, dated 
the 12th of January, 1893, is hereby repealed, and the following rule 
shall stand in lieu thereof : 

1. For hearing in any action other than one in which salvage only is 
claimed £5 5s. per diem. 

(Signed) Haldane, Cc, 
S. 7. Evans, P. 
7. 7. Bucknill, J. 
H. Bargrave Deane, J. 





We concur in the above Order. 
John W. Gulland, 
William Jones, 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s 
Treasury. 


July 1, 1913. 





Railway and Canal Commission. 


I, Richard Burdon Viscount Haldane, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, by virtue of the 4th section of the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Act, 1888, and all other authorities enabling me in that behalf, do 
hereby by writing under my hand nominate and assign for the period of 
five years The Honourable Mr. Justice John Eldon Bankes, one of 
the justices of the High Court of Justice in England, to be the ex- 
officio Commissioner for England of the Railway and Canal Commission. 

(Signed) Haldane, C. 

The 10th of July, 1913. 





High Court of Justice. 
LONG VACATION, 1913. 
NOTICE. 

During the Vacation, up to and including Wednesday, 3rd Septem 
ber, all applications ‘‘ which may require to be immediately or promptly 
heard,’’ are to be made to the Hon. Mr. Justice Astsury. 

Court Bustness.—The Hon. Mr. Justice Astsury will, until furthe: 
notice, sit in The Lord Chief Justice’s Court, Royal Courts of Justice, 
at 10.30 a.m., on Wednesday in every week, commencing on Wednes 
day, 6th August, for the purpose of hearing euch applications of the 
above nature as, according to the practice in the Chancery Division, ar 
usually heard in Court. 

No Case will be placed in the Judge’s Paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a Certificate of Counsel that the Case requires 
to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, | 
is left with the papers. 

The necessary Papers, relating to every application made to the 
Vacation Judges (see notice below as to Judges’ Papers), are to be left 
with the Cause Clerk in attendance, Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room | 
136, Royal Courts of Justice, before 1 o’clock, two days previous to the 
day on which the application is intended to be made. When the Cause 
Clerk is not in attendance, they may be left at Room 136, under cover, 
addressed to him, and marked outside Chancery Vacation Papers, o1 
they may be sent by post, but in either case so as to be received by the 
time aforesaid. 

Urcent Marrers wnen Jupce not Present 1x Court or CHampers. 
—Application may be made in any case of urgency, to the Judge, per- 
sonally (if neceesary), or by post or rail, prepaid, accompanied by the 
brief of Counsel, office copies of the affidavits in support of the applica- 
tion, and also by a Minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by 
> negeylhindl malign | he pd consider the applicant entitled to, and 
2 ey ame amped cra of cestng the, pers 

i i ancery Official Letter : To the Registrar in 








Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Office, Royal Courts of Justice, London, 
wan 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. — 

The papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
can be obtained on application at Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, 

Cuancery CuamBer Bustness.—The Chambers of Justices WARRING- 
TON and SarGant will be open for Vacation business on Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Thursday and Friday in each week, from 10 to 2 o’clock. 

Kine’s Bencn CuamBer Bustness.—The Hon. Mr. Justice AsTBURY 
will, until further notice, sit for the disposal of King’s Bench Business 
in Judge’s Chambers at 10.30 a.m. on Tuesday in every week, com- 
mencing on Tuesday, the 5th August. 

Propate AND Divorce.—Summonses will be heard by the Registrar, 
at the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, every day during 
the Vacation at 11.30 (Saturdays excepted). 

Motions will be heard by the Registrar on Wednesdays, the 13th and 
27th of August, the 10th and 24th September, at the Principal Probate 
Registry, at 12.30. 

Decrees will be made absolute on Wednesdays, the 13th and 20th of 
August, the 3rd and 17th of September, and the 1st of October. 

All Papers for Motions and for making Decrees absolute are to be 
left at the Contentious Department, Somerset House, before 2 o’clock 
on the preceding Friday. 

The Offices of the Probate and Divorce Registries will be opened at 
11 and closed at 3 o'clock, except on Saturdays, when the Offices will 
be opened at 10 and closed at 1 o'clock. 

Jupce’s Papers ror Use 1x Covurt.—CuHancery Diviston.—The 
following Papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left with 
the Cause Clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room 
136, Royal Courts of Justice, on or before 1 o'clock, two days previous 
to the day on which the application to the Judge is intended to be 
made :— 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency or note of special leave granted 
by the Judge. 

2.—Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any), and any 
other documents shewing the nature of the application. 

3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 

—" copy affidavits in support, and also affidavits in answer 
(if any). 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested when the application has been dis- 
posed of, to apply at once to the Judge’s Clerk in Court for the return 
of their papers. 








Societies. 


Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The annual general meeting of members of the Gloucestershire and 
Wiltshire Incorporated Law Society was held at Berkeley, Glos, on the 
9th of July, 1913. 

There were present :—Mr. E. T. Gardom (Gloucester) (president), 
Messrs. J. Croome-Jackman, H. H. de C. Vaughan (Berkeley), E. W. 
Kendall (Bourton-on-the-Water), E. L. Baylis, J. Bubb, W. G. Gurney, 


| R. McLaren, R. Owen Seacome, J. B. Winterbotham (Cheltenham), 


O. H. New (Chipping Campden), J. S. Bradstock (Cinderford), H. St. 
G. Rawlins, F. C. Sewell (Ciréncester), H. J. Francillon, H. H. Vowles 
(Dursley), G. S. Blakeway, J. H. Bryan, C. G. Clutterbuck, H. W. 
Grimes, J. P. Wilton Haines, J. W. Haines, T. Hannam-Clark, E. 8. 
Hartland, J. H. Jones, G. C. P. Pike (Gloucester), T. Whatley 
(Mitcheldean), A. E. Smith (Nailsworth), J. W. Guise (Newnham), 
E. Francis (Stow-on-the-Wold), A. J. Morton Ball, J. R. Morton Ball, 
R. H. Smith (Stroud), H. Bevir (Wootton Bassett), with Mr. Herbert 
H. Scott, hon. secretary. 

The members assembled at the Town Hall, Berkeley, for the business 
of the meeting. Mr. Gardom, as president, made a feeling allusion to 
the late Mr. Robert Ellett, and a resolution was passed in fitting terms 
recording the sense of loss sustained by the society through his death. 
Mr. Ellett became a member of the society in 1864, and was president 


| from 1881 to 1892 inclusive, and again for the year 1910-11. The 


continuous progress of the society and its present position are very 
largely due to his energy and devotion to its interests. The resolution 


| expressed the deepest sympathy of the members with Mrs. Ellett and 
| the other members of his family, and with members of his firm. 


The following appointments were made for the ensuing year :—Presi- 
dent, Mr. E. Ll. Gwillim (Marlborough); vice-president, Mr. W. G. 
Gurney (Cheltenham); general committee, A. J. Morton Ball, R. W. 
Ellett, H. J. Francillon, E. Francis, J. W. Guise, J. H. Jones, RB. 
McLaren, W. H. Mellersh; library committee, Messrs. H. Bevir. 
W. G. Earengey, N. D. Haines, A. H. G. Heelas, W. H. Madge, and 
H. J. Taynton. Mr. E. T. Gardom was elected a trustee of the funds 
of the society, in the place of Mr. Robert Ellett. The hon. treasurer 
of the society is Mr. J. P. Wilton Haines, and the hon. secretary Mr. 
Herbert H. Scott. i 

Five new members were elected, and grants of money, amounting to 
£90 10s., were voted for the relief of necessitous persons. 

A special feature of the meeting was the adoption of a gold and 
enamel badge, to be worn by the president on this and similar occasion. 

The members took lunch at the Berkeley Arms Hotel, and afterwards 
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visited Berkeley Castle and Church and the Kennels. Mr. James Peter 
and Mr. G. Clark kindly conducted the party over the Castle, and the 
members had the privilege of having a much more extensive inspection 
of the buildings and grounds than is usually afforded to visitors. The 
ints of interest in the church and churchyard were explained by the 
v. B. Williams, curate. 
The proceedings concluded with entertainment by the outgoing presi- 
dent, Mr. E. T. Gardom, to tea at the Berkeley Arms. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


Attention is called to an Order (printed below) recently made by the 
Master of the Rolls, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor and 
the Lord Chief Justice, under the provisions of the Solicitors Act, 1877, 
by which persons who have, before entering into articles, passed, in 
accordance with the Regulations set forth in the Order, an examination 
held by the Council of the Law Society, may be admitted as soli- 
citors without serving under articles for more than four years. The 
Regulations in question provide that no one shall be admitted to the 
examination unless he has, during a whole teaching year, attended, 
to the satisfaction of the Council of the Law Society, the curriculum 
of lectures and classes at the Society’s hall, and performed, under 
the guidance of the Law Society’s teaching staff, such private study 
as shall be approved or prescribed by the Council for the purpose. 
The examination may be held either at the end of the teaching year, 
or in sections at the end of each term. The object of the Order is to 
enable intending articled clerks to substitute for one year’s service 
under articles, a year’s training in legal subjects. A similar exemption 
already exists in favour of those who have passed certain academic 
examinations in general subjects; but this is the first occasion upon 
which a definite study, under official guidance, in legal subjects, has 
been recognised as exempting from a portion of the normal five years 
of service under articles. 


The following is the Order referred to :— 
ORDER MADE UNDER SectTion 13 or THE Soricrrors Act, 1877. 


I, the Right Honourable Sir Herbert Hardy Cozens-Hardy, Kt., the 
Master of the Rolls, with the concurrence of the Right Honourable 
Richard Burdon, Viscount Haldane, the Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, and of the Right Honourable Richard Everard, Lord 
Alverstone, the Lord Chief Justice of England, in pursuance of the 
power for that purpose vested in me by virtue of section 13 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1877, and of section 24 of the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture Act, 1881, make the following Order, namely :— 

Any person who before entering into articles of clerkship has 
— in accordance with the following Regulations, the examination 
eld by the Council of the Law Society under such Regulations, shall 
be capable of being admitted and enrolled as a solicitor without 
serving under articles to a practising solicitor for more than four years. 


Tue REGULATIONS ABOVE REFERRED To. 


1. The examination referred to in the above Order is an examination 
held by or by direction of the Law Society in the work of the curri- 
culum undertaken by the student under these Regulations; and may 
be held either as a whole at the end of the teaching year, or in 
sections at the end of each term; and the student shall not be entitled, 
under the above-mentioned Order, to exemption from one year’s service 
under articles unless, in the judgment of the Council, he has satisfac 
torily passed such examination. 

2. Every person seeking to be enrolled as a student under these 
Regulations must satisfy the Council of the Law Society that he has 
passed the Society’s Preliminary Examination, or one of such exempt- 
ing examinations as are specified in the Schedule hereto. 

3. Every student who desires to obtain exemption from a year’s 
service under articles in accordance with the above-mentioned Order, 
must attend, to the satisfaction of the Council, for one whole teaching 
year, the curriculum of lectures and classes at the Society’s Hall 
approved for that purpose from time to time by the Council. 

4. In addition to such attendance, every such student must, for one 
whole teaching year, regularly pursue, to the satisfaction of the Coun- 
cil, under the direction and guidance of the Society’s Teaching Staff, 
such private study (including the writing of essays, précis, analysis ot 
cases, or other paper work) as the Council shall from time to time 
prescribe in that behalf. 

5. As a condition of entering for the exempting examination or any 
section thereof, every student must obtain from the Principal and 
Director of Legal Studies of the Society, or other officer appointed by 
the Council for that purpose, a certificate that he has. up to that date, 
complied with the requirements of Regulations 3 and 4; and must pro- 
duce such certificate to the Secretary of the Society. 

6. The Council shall decide from time to time all questions arising 
under these Regulations, and particularly whether any student has 
tomplied with the requirements therein contained, in the matfer of 
*tendance at lectures and classes, private study (including paper work), 

ing of examinations, or otherwise; and such decision shall be final. 

7. Every student seeking to avail himself of the provisions of these 
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LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY , 
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DIRECTORS. 
Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq. 


Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 
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Regulations shall pay such fees as may be fixed from time to time by 
the Council, for the privilege of attending lectures and classes, guid- 
ance in paper work, and the use of the Library and Students’ Rooms. 
Unless otherwise determined by the Council, such fees shall be four 
guineas per term, or a composition fee of fifteen guineas for the whole 
teaching year. Such fees shall be payable in advance, and may be 
varied in the discretion of the Council. 

8. Every such student shall conform to the rules from time to time 
made or approved by the Council, for the conduct or discipline of the 
Society’s students in attendance on lectures and classes, or for the 
use of the Library, Class Rooms, Students’ Rooms, and other parts of 
the Society’s Hall, if any, to which they may be admitted, and 
generally in connection with these Regulations. 

9. The Council may delegate to a committee all or any of its powers 
or discretions under these Regulations. 


Tue Scnepute above Rererrep To. 


1. The Matriculation Examinations of the Universities of London, 
Dublin, Wales, Birmingham, Bristol, and of the Joint Matriculation 
Board of the Universities of Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds, and 
Sheffield. 

2. The Senior School Examination of the University of London, and 
the Entrance or Senior School Certificate Examinations of the Uni- 
versity of Birmingham (Matriculation Standard). 

3. The School Certificate Examination of the Oxford and Cambridge 
Schools Examination Board. 

4. Moderations of the University of Oxford and the Previous Exam- 
ination (whether or not including the Additional Subjects) of the 


University of Cambridge. 
Hersert H. Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 


I concur, 
Hatpane, C. 
I concur, 
‘ ALveRsSTONE, C.J. 
16th June, 1913. 


HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JUNE, 1913. 

At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinc- 
tion :— 

The names of the Solicitors to whom the Candidates served under 
Articles of Clerkship follow the names of the Candidates. 

First Crass. 
(In Order of Merit.) 

Recrnatp Ramson Wurirtry. (Mr. T. R. Whitty (deceased) and Mr. 
W. G. Eyres, both of Bath, and Messrs. Kingsford, Dorman, & Co., 
of London.) 

Epwin Henry Cor. (Mr. Clarence Goulle Syrett, of the firm of 
Messrs. Syrett & Sone. of London.) 

Jonn Harrison. (Mr. William Proctor Green, of Manchester.) 

Rectnatp Buren. (Mr. W. LL. Parsons, of Brixham, and Messrs. 
Chrrch, Rendell, Bird, & Co., of London.) 

Watrer TREVELYAN CrarK. (Mr. W. T. Clark, of Malmesbury.) 


Seconp Crass. 
(In Alphabetical Order.) 

Herbert Edward Ayres. (Mr. A. Mortlock Waller, of London.) 

Humphrey Cooke. (Mr. John Hunt Dewes, of Tamworth.) 

Robert William Foot. (Mr. Mark Francis Waters, of the firm of 
Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters, & Hay, of London.) 

Francis Leonard Hunter Jackson. (Mr. John Marriott, of the firm 
of Messrs. Acton & Marriott, of Ilkeston and Nottingham.) 

George William Ledward. (Mr. Rowland Holt Wilson, of Bury St. 
Edmunds, and Mesers, Collyer-Bristow, Curtis, Booth, Birks, & 
Langley, of London.) 
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Turrp Crass. 
(In Alphabetical Order.) 


Allan Young Annand. (Mr. Frederick Ernest Hannay, of South 
Shields.) 

Cecil Hales Court. 
Walton-on-Thames. ) 

Arthur Reginald Eaton. (Mr. W. Hollis Briggs, of Derby.) 

Charles Leigh Pemberton. (Mr. F. 8S. Whittingham, of Messrs. Little 
& Whittingham, of Stroud, and Messrs. Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., of 
London ) 

Edwin Laurence Turnbull, B.A., LL.B.Cantab. (Mr. J. C. Could- 
well, of the firm of Meesre. Steaveneon & Couldwell, of London.) 

Douglas Williams. (Mr. Robert Styring, of Sheffield.) 

James Yates, LL.B.Liverpool. (Mr. James Yates, of Southport.) 

The Council of the Law Society have awarded the following Prizes 
of Books: 

To Mr. Whitty—The Daniel Reardon Prize—Value £23 9s. 9d., and 
The Clement’s Inn Prize—Value £9 17s. 9d. 

To Mr. Coe—The Clifford’s Inn Prize—Value £5 5s. 

To Mr. Harrison—The Ne Inn Prize—Value £5 5s., and The John 
Mackrell Prize—Value £8 17s. 

To Mr. Bulgin and to Mr. Clark—The Law Society’s Prizes—Value 
£5 5s. each 

The Council have given Class Certificates to the Candidates in the 
First, Second and Third Classes. 

One hundred and twenty-four Candidates gave notice for the 
Examination. 


(Mr. Walter Henry Court, of London and 


By order of the Council, 
8S. P. B. Bucknitt, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 
18th July, 1913. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on 2nd and dSrd 
July, 1913 : 

Baldwin, Harry Sandford 
Blayney, Brian Wingrave 
Carnegie, Cyril Jerome 
Cohen, Alfred Hart 
Coutte, Douglas Freeman 
Evans, John Hughes Suchannan 

Evans, Stuart Ruddoch, Thomas 

Gammell, Beaumont Edward Shackles, Kenneth George 

Zacharie Smith, Alfred Parton 
Garbutt, Joseph Herbert Taylor, Ernest Morton 
Gardner, George Dudley Warskett, Thomas Horace 
Gray, Clifford Bagott Whatton, Richard Arundell Hugh 
Hughes, Evan Richard Wheeler, Frederick Thomas Wil- 
Humphrey, Edward liam 
Leviansky, Claude William Telfer Williams, Freke Bulkeley Wynne 
Markham, Charles Cornwell Willoughby, George Clarkson 
Moody, Wilfrid Jamee Winterton, William 
Mountain, Hugh Denzil Wright, Frederic Alan 

No. of candidates, 69; passed, 33. 


Pearson, Alfred 
Powell, James 
Rayner, John William 
Redfern, Arthur 


Richardson, Arthur John 


The following candidates are certified by the examiners to have 
passed with distinction, and will be entitled to compete, if otherwise 
qualified, at the Studentship Examination in June, 1914: 

Baldwin, Harry Sandford Gray, Clifford Bagott 
Blayney, Brian Wingrave Richardeon, Arthur John 
Evans, Stuart Suchannan 
Gammell, Beaumont Edward Willoughby, George Clarkson 
Zacharie 
By Order of the Council, 
’ 8S. P. B. Buckxni, Secretary. 
Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


The Council has awarded the following prizes of books on the work 
of the Session 1912-13: 
FINAL STUDENTS. 
First prize, value five guineas, to Mr. G. M. Barnes. 
Second prize, value three guineas, to Mr. L. C. Brown. 
Third prize, value two guineas, to Mr. A. L. Greenburg. 


INTERMEDIATE STUDENTS. 
First prize, value three guineas, to Mr. C. H. Bearblock. 
Second prize, value two guineas, to Mr. A. Henderson. 
DEGREE STUDENTS. 

Special prize, value three guineas, to Mr. G. E. Tunnicliffe. 

The Council also authorized publication of a statement to the effect 
that Mr. H. E. Ayres, a Final Student, whose work was of a highly 
meritorious character, would have been recommended for a prize, but 
for the fact that a prize for Final Studentsa had been awarded to him 
last year; and of honourable mention of the names of Mr, W. E. 
Lea and Mr. N. V. Snell, Intermediate Students. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C, 








Obituary. 
Mr. R. C. Heath. 


Mr. Richard Child Heath, solicitor, of Myton Grange, Warwick, died 
on the 12th inst., in his eighty-first year. Mr. Heath, who was the 
son of the late Mr. Thomas Heath, solicitor, of Warwick, was educated 
at Warwick Grammar School and University College, London, graduat- 
ing B.A. with honours in classics. He was articled to his father, who 
had been Under-Sheriff of the county for many years, an office to which 
he succeeded and which he held for forty-two years. He was a partner 
in the firm of Heath & Blenkinsop, and was Clerk of the Peace for War 
wick, clerk to tne governors of the King’s Schools, returning officer for 
the Warwickshire County Council, and clerk to the Municipal Trustees. 
He was for many years the unpaid election agent of Mr. Arthur 
Wellesley Peel (afterwards Viscount Peel), while he was member for 
Warwick, but he left the Liberal Party on Home Rule in 1885 and 
became one of the leaders of the local Liberal Unionist Party. He was 
one of the first men in Warwickshire to join the Volunteer movement 
in 1859, and for several years commanded the Warwickshire Company. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Arrnur Hewett Spokes, the Recorder of Reading, has been 
appointed to act as deputy judge at the London Sessions during August 
and September, when Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C., the chairman, and 
Mr. Allan James Lawrie, the deputy chairman, will be on vacation. 

Mr. Ernest A. Kent, solicitor, of Norwich, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to examine witnesses and take affidavits for all the divi 
sions of the Supreme Court of South Africa. Mr. Kent was admitted 
in 1888. 


Changes of Partnership. 


Dissolution. 
Artuur Epmunp Wesster Cuarstey and James Batty Gipson, soli- 
citors (Charsley & Gibson), Beaconsfield. July 18. 
[Gazette, July 22. 





General. 


In the House of Commons on Monday, in reply to two questions 
asked by Colonel Yate, on behalf of Mr. Joynson-Hicks, Mr. Burns 
said : I have decided to comply with the application of the London 
County Council for the imposition of a speed limit at Hyde Park 
Corner, and I have informed the council accordingly. Before coming 
to this decision I gave careful consideration to all the evidence given 
at the local inquiry, including that submitted on behalf of the Com 
missioner of Police. Having regard to the exceptional conditions of 
traffic at Hyde Park Corner, and to the number of accidents which 
have taken place there, I did not consider that I should be justified in 
rejecting the application. 

In the House of Commons on the 16th inst. Mr. Martin asked the 
Prime Minister whether his attention had been called to a speech made 
in Belfastson 12th of July by the right hon. member for Dublin 
University, in which he said that the Government knew perfectly well 
that they could not rely to-morrow on the Army to shoot down the 
loyalists of Ulster; whether the Government intended to prosecute the 
right hon. member in question under the statute of Edward III. as to 
incitements to crime; and, if not, how the Government distinguished 
this utterance from the statement pointing out that the Government 
could not rely on the troops to shoot down striking working men for 
which an editor and two printers were sent to gaol under the said 
statute. Mr. Asquith: I cannot, without fuller information as to the 
exact language used and its context, express any opinion as to whether 
the statute of Edward III. applies to the case. I understand that the 
persons referred to in the last paragraph were not prosecuted under 
the statute of Edward III., but under a statute of 1797. 


On Tuesday, says the Times, the trial was concluded at Leeds 
Assizes, before Mr. Commissioner Harrison, K.C., of Arthur Robert 
Lake, solicitor, of Wakefield, who was accused of misappropriating 
trust money. There were nine indictments, and the sums specified 
were £700, £379, four items of £50 each. also £150, £800, and £17. 
Lake addressed the jury in his defence. The Official Receiver at Wake- 
field had, he said, initiated the proceedings, but he held that the 
transactions had been of an honest character. He called attention to 
his illness, and said he suffered from great disadvantages, and was not 
the dishonest man he was represented to be. He accused the Official 
Receiver of malice, and said he had had no opportunity of preparing 
his defence; also that he had not been paid legal expenses. He had 
only taken some of the money as his own due. The Commissioner, in 
summing-up, said that Lake should have the benefit of any doubt. 
Regarding the prisoner’s legal costs, none was due until he had formu- 
lated a bill and tendered it. The prisoner was found guilty on all the 
counts, and sentenced to five years’ penal servitude on each count, the 
sentences to run concurrently, 
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Mr. Justice Ridley, says the Times, in summing up in the prosecution 
. Newton, solicitor, and Mr. Berkeley Bennett, land 
agent, for conspiring to defraud Mr. Thorech and obtaining money 


of Mr. A. J. 
from him by false pretences, said that of the £13,500 parted with by 


Mr. Thorsch, £3,916 was spent in land which Mr. Thorsch could take 


up if he liked—that was the way it was put by the defence—and 
£9,583 went into the pockets of these three men. Was that legitimate 


profit? Nearly £4,000 of Mr. Thorsch’s money was spent on what he 
did not want, and nearly £10,000 pasced out of his pocket into the 


pockets of Newton, Festetics, and Bennett. The jury, after half an 
hour’s deliberation, found the two defendants guilty.’ Mr. Muir said 
that with regard to Newton he was suspended from practising as a 
solicitor for twelve months from about July. 1911, till July, 1912. The 
charge against him was that, having in his capacity of solicitor to 
Hawley Harvey Crippen obtained access to his client, he abused the 
privilege extended to him by wilfully publiching through newspapers 
false statements relating to Crinpen, Mr. Justice Ridley, in passing 
sentence, said he thought that this was a gross scheme of fraud. He 
had listened to Newton, and he pitied and was very eorry for him. Ag 
to Bennett, he was sorry he got into the hands of such people and 
allowed himself to do what he did. but he thought he was to be treated 
as a lesser offender. He sentenced Newton to three veare’ penal servi- 
tude and Bennett to eighteen months’ imprisonment with hard labour. 








Way Pay Rent’ Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Lim1rep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6602 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Keoisrears 1x ATTENDANCE OW 


Date, EMERGENCY Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Jnatice 
OTA, No, I, Jovog. Wagerneron. 
Monday July 28 Mr. Svnge Mr. Goldschmidt Mr Church Mr Jolly 
Tuesday ...... 29 Church Borrer Parmer Greewell 
Wednesday .., 30 Farmer Teach Goldschmidt _Borrer 
Thursday...... 31 Bloxam Church Le .ch Synge 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ad RVILLE. Eve. SaRGayT. AsTBoRY, 
Morday July 28 Mr Leach Mr Borrer Mr Bloxam Mr Farmer 
Tuesday ..... 29 Goldschmids Leach Jolly Synge 
Wednesday... 30 Church Greswell &ynge Bloxam 
Thursday...... 31 Greswell Jolly Farmer Goldschmidt 


The Long Vacation will commence on Friday, the Ist day of Aigust, 1913, and 
tenminate on Saturday, the 11th day of October, 1913, inclus.ve. 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


July 29, 30,31.—Mesere. Humpenr & Furst, at the Mart: Freeholi Estates end 
proper ties (see advertisement, front page, May 31 and back page Julv 1), 

July 29.—Merere. Reynotps & Eason, at the Mart, at 1: Improved Rental (see 
advertisement. back rage, July 12). 

July 29.—Messrs. WkaiHER*‘LL & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Properties, 
&e, (see advertisement, back page, July 19). 

July 30.—Mersrs. Hampron & Sons, atthe Mart Country Residence (see ad vortise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

July 30.—Messrs. Dovaras Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, this week). 














Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Louirep mm Caanorey. 
London Gazette -FRivAy, July 18. 


A. RupEBERG & Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 17, directed to be heard 
July 29. Westbury & Co, 40, Old Broad st, soiors for the petnrs. Notice oijappearing 
must reach the ab ve named not Jater than six o'clock in the a ternoun of July 28. 

Batts ENGINEERING Co, Ltv.—Creditors are required, on or befure Sept 6. to send their 
names and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold Sadler, 
31, North John st. Corpish & Forfar, Liverpocl, solors for te liquidator. 

CHARLES J. FORWARD & SON, LtTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 1, directed 
to be heard July 29. Miller & Co, St Stephen's chmbrs, Telegraph st, solors for the 
petors. Notice of apnearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock 
in the aft+rnoon of July 28. 

CounTY CHEMICAL Co (CONTINENTAL) LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 16, 
to send tieir names and. addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Harry Hackett, 36, Cannon st, Birmingham. Forsyth & Co, Birmingham, solors for 
the liquidator. 

DEVON STEAM TRAWLING Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 15, directed 
to be heard at the Sessions Hall, P:eston, on July 29, at 10. Gaulter, 6, Albert sq, 
Fleetwood. solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
hot later than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 2s. 

H. J. MAOKROW @ : 0, LtTv.—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 9, to send their 
Christian ard surnames. addresses, and full particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Miles Waller Claypole, 10, Bush In, Cannon st, liquidator 

Harrex, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION ).—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 6, 
tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr, 

Savill, 95, Chenies rd, Leytonsvone, E. Brown & Co, Lenuox House, Norfolk st, Strand, 
solors for the liquidator. 

Jou BULL, LtD.—Petn for winding-up, presente’ July 17, directed to be heard July 29, 
Spyer & Sons Austin Friars House, Austin Friars, solors for the petors. Notice of 


Parry-Jonzs, Jown, Denbigh, So'icitor 


AvstIr, 


Carrrrrvigtp, Roserr, Southampton Aug 26 Ohipperfield v 


LONDON AND MIDLAND INVESTMENT TRUST, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Sept 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
to Henry Fred Farrow, 7, Waterloo st, Birmingham. Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 
solors to the liquidator. 

NEW ZEALAND OILFIELDS, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 16, directed to 
be heard July 29. Pakeman & Co, 11, Ironmonger In, solors. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 28. 

PkicEs Biscuits, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 6, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold Sadler, 31, 
North John st, Liverpool. Cornish & Forfar, Liverpool, solors for the liquidator. 

SLIMES TREATMENT (TRANSVAAL) SYNDICATE, LTD.—Petn_ for win \ing-up, presented 
Jul¥ 16, directed to be heard July 29. T mlinson & Co, Winche-ter House, Old 
Broad st, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 28. ; 

TAKINTA OIL Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 11, directed to be heard 
July 2°. Joseph Davis, 123, Pall Mall. solor for the petnr, Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 28. 

TREFOREST CASH CHEMISTS Co, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 26, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
J. W. Kinsman, 2 and 8, Taff st, Pontypridd, liquidator. 

WALBROOK RUBBER SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug. 16, 
to s-nd their rames and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims to 
John Edward Perciva!, 6. Old Jewry, liquidator. a 

WATERMAN & Spriaas, (191%) Lrp—Petition for winding up presented July 17, directed 
to be heird Julv 29 Russell & Arnholz, 3-4 Great Winchester st, solors for the 
petur Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o clock in 
the afternoon of July 28 

Wm JoHNsON & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before August 1l, to send 
their names and addresses and the part cnlars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Brannan, of 12, King st, Cheapside, liquidatr 

UNLIMITED IN CHANOERY. 


New CENTURY LATNDRY—Petition for winding up'presented July 12,directed to be heard 
July 29 Tiddeman and Enthoven, (1, Moorgate st, solrs for the peturs-— 
Notice of anpearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the 
afternoon of July 28 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TUrSDAY, July 22. 


BLOOMER & ©». (OF BRIERLEY HILL), UTP. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)--Creditors are 
on or before Aug 16, to send in their names and address+s, and the par- 


sree’ 132, High st, Br.erley Hill, 


ticulars of their debts or claims, to Percy Cvoper Parry, 
Staffs, liquidator. ¥ : 

DECCAN Goup FiELDS DEVELOPMENT Co, LTD. (IN VOLUNTALY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors 
are required, or or before Aug 22, to sendin their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Louis Charles Croslegh, 6 Laurence Pouutney hill, 
liquidator. 

F, CROWLE-RERs, LTT B 
names and adresses, and full particulars o 
44, Bedford row, liquidator. 


)».—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, to send in thelr 
f their debts or claims, to Harry Hackett, 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, July:18. 


H. J. Mackrow & Co., Lrp. 

ROLLO CAR Co, LTD. 

EXCAVATOR Co, LTD. 

FE. T. HoLtpswortu & Co., LTD. 

TEA Hovsss, LTD. 

Woop SYNDICATE, LTD. 

“TERKFONTKIN GOLD ESTATES (1909), LTD. 
VERITAS FLANNEL Co, LTD. 

LAURIE & Co, (FINANCIAL DEPARTMENT), LTD. 
LONDON AND MIDLAND INVESTMENT TRUST, LID. 
PEARCE & SmiTH, LTD 

EASTERN O1L WELLS AND MINERALS, LTD. 
LOWESTOFT BOATOWNERS’ CORPORATION, LTD. 
READY SYNDICATE, LTD. 

SNELL & Co, LrD. 

ATHERFIELD (HEVEA) RUBBER ESTATES, LTD. 
KooTta & Co (BIRMINGHAM), LTb. 

WALBROOK RUBBER SYNDICATE, LTD, . 
Don COAL AND IRon, Co, LTD. 

London Gaze‘te -TuEsDAs, July 22. 


City SAW MILLS AND TrMBER Co, LTD 

LEEDS AND DISTRICT LIBERAL CLUBS’ BREWERY Co, LTD. 
Coun y WAGON WorKs Co, LTD. 

TRAFFIC PUBLISHING Co, LTD. 

Sam Woop @ Sons, LTD. ‘ 
WEsT JEQUIE RUBBER ESTATES, LTD. 

WYTHEMOOR COLLIERY Co, LTP. 

DECCAN GOLD FIELDS DEVELOPMENT Co,LTD. 


70-MILE SYNDICATE, LTD. 


UNIVERSAL EGG CARRIER CO, LTD. 


LOVELL REEVE & Co, LTD. 
NortTH LONDON PALACES, LTD. 
LAVOLA. LTD. 

MARKS PICTURE PALACES, LTD. 
MARPAL, LTD, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Ovarm. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 15. 
Aug 29 Jackson v Prichard and Another, 
Warrington and Sargact, JJ Cu'limore, Chestor 
London Gazette,—Fatwar, July 18. 


Rsxves, Freveriox, Streathbourne rd, Upper Torting, Marble Merchant Sept 30 


Colyer v Reeves, Joyce and Eve, JJ Osgood, Hart at, Bloomsbury 8q 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, July 22. 
x , Replingham rd, Southfields, Bookseller Ang 30 Jones v 
page = Ray a Room No 252, Royal Courts Pulleyn, South eq. 


Attorney-General and 


Austin, Judge ia Chambers, 
Gray’s inn 





aay must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon 


Others, Neville and Agybury, JJ Halett, Soutaampton, 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
Lo~ don Gazette.—Turspay, July 15. 


ALLNUTT, ALFRED, Woburn Sands, Beds Aug 20 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury cir 

ARDACH, WINTFRED Mary, Bath Aug 19 Hyland & Co, Cannon st 

ATKINS, WILLIAM Hugues, Ringwood, Hants Aug 21 Griffiths & Chown, Walbrook 

BALDWYN, HARRIETT, Cheltenham Augi Gibbs & Co. Eastcheap 

BILSBOROUGH, Lucy, Alderley Edge, Chester Aug 31 Smith & Co, Manchester 

BRIMs, DAVID NICHOLAS, Newcastle upon Tyne Sept 1 Holmes, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

RULKELEY, AkTHOR HuoH, Wargrave, Berks Aug 22 H & C Collins, Reading 

Byass, HARRY, Tunbridge Wells Aug 15 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

BYASS, MARIAN ELIZABETH, Tunbridge Wells Augil5 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

CunAvine, JAMES, Quadring, Lincoln, Farmer Aug 4 Smith & Co, Donington nr Spal- 
ding 

COLMAN, CLEMENT, Crescent grove, Clapham Common Aug 14 _ Brooks, Lawrence Jn 

COLWILL, Rev JAMES, Bideford, Devon Sep1 Goama, Bideford 

CROSSMAN, MABEL ELIzA, Weymouth July 28 Trimmer, Alton, Hants 

CROWDEN, CHARLES FLETCHER, Heathfield, Sussex Aug 12 Langham & Swift, East- 
bourne 

DocwrA, Lucy, Kelvedon, ®esex Sep 1 Beaumont & Son, Coggeshall. Essex 

ELVINS, THOMAS, Shrewley, Warwick Aug 16 Gateley & Sons, Birmingham 

FALDING, THOMAS, Sheffield July 1 Smith & Co, Sheffleld 

FAWCETT, Mrs LAURA MARY Sopnta, Worthing Aug 10 Béchervaise. Portsmouth 

FITZMAURICR, Hon Mrs ELEANOR, Hove, Sussex Aug 23 Church & Co, Bedford row 

FORSTER, JOHN, ‘attox, Allendale, Northumberlend, Farmer Aug 1 L Cand K 

Lockhart, Hexham 

HALL, JANE CASTLE, Ramsbottom, Lancs Aug 23 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

HAMMOND, HENRY EpwWARpD, Wymering. Hants Sept 7 Allen, Portsmouth 

HARRIS. WILLIA“, Eastbourne Aug 16 Sturges & Co, Caxton House, Westminster | 

HATHERLY, JOHN, Portsea, Southampton, Baker Ang 16 Palmer, Gosport 

HINDMARSH, WILLIAM THOMAS, Alnwick, Northumberland Aug 11 Hindmarsh & Hardy, 










































































Alnwick 

HOBDEN, WILLIAM, Wadhurst, Sussex, Farmer Aug 6 Andrews & Bennett, Wad- 
hurst 

HUGHES, ARABELLA MARY, Malpas, Chester Ang 29 Restall, Handsworth, Birming- 


ham 

JACKSON, GRORGR, Madeley, Staffs, Farmer Augil Slaney, Newcastle 

Lowry. JOHN, Manchester, Fish Salesman Aug 30 Higham & Co. Manchester 

Moss, WILLIAM, Ashton under Lyne, Chartered Accountant Sept 1 Clayton & Son, 
Ashton under Lyne 

NELLESS, HENRY CHRISTOPHER, North Shields, Farmer Aug 30 Whitehorn & Dodds, | 
North Shields 

NENO, ELLEN MARTHA, East Stonehouse, Devon Ang 9 Rodd, East Stonehouse 

REED, WALTER JouN, Bith Aug5 Tucker, Bath 

ROTHERFORD, JAMES WILLIAM, Whickham, Durham Aug 6 Lambert & Lambert, 
Gateshead 

ROTHERFORD, KopgeRtT, Whickham, Durham, Farmer Aug 6 Lambert & Lambert, 
Gateshead 

RUSSELL, EDWARD CHRISTOPHER, Holland rd, West Kensington Aug 11 Maddison & 
Co, Old Jewry 

SAXBY, JOHN, Hassocks, Sussex Aug 29 Stannard & Bosanquet, Eastcheap 

SENIOR, MARY, shepley, nr Hud ‘ersfield Aug 5 Russell, Sheffield 

cee, R a LILLY, Norwich, Textile Manufacturer Aug 23 Blyth, LL D 
Norwic 

SKEFFINGTON, JOHN GEorGE, New cut, Lambeth Aug2) Palmer, 011 sq, Lincoln's Inn 

SPEARING, EMMA, Hereford July 31 Allen & Carver, Hereford 

ee WILLIAM EDMUND, Cedars rd, Stratford July 31 Hillearys, Fenchurch 
ldgs 

SWANSTON, NOWELL, Clifton, Bristol Sept 29 Salmon & Cumberland, Bristol | 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Kings'on upon Huil. Lighter Owner Sept 1 Watson & Co, Hull | 

‘T WY FORD, ANNE JANE, Wavertree, L verpool Sept 15 Harrison & Burton, Liverpoo | 

WATERHOUSE, JOHN WILLIAM, Sheffield Aug 9 Ashinzton & Denton, Sheffield 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 18. | 


ARCHER, CHARLES EDWARD, Great Crosby, Liverpool, Merchant 
& Co, Liverpool 

ARMSTRONG, MARY JANB, Dulley Angil Dickinson & Co, Newcistle upon Tyne 

AYLING, FRA‘CES. Kingtsop on Thames Ang 20 Wattkins & Co, Sackville st © 

BANNER, SAMURL HIGHAM, New Brighton, Chester Aug3) Layton & Co, Liverpool 

BARNEY, — VERNON, Meriden, Warwickshirs Aug 31 Ellis & Co, Albe- 
marie § 

BELL, HANNAH MARY, Monkseaton, Northumberland Aug 22 Dicknison & Co 

ewcastie upon Tyne 

BENNETT, Lucy, Ashton onder Lyne Aug 2 Pownall & Co, Ashton under Lyne 

Boppy. EMILY ARABELLA, Fieldway cres, Highbury Aug 30 Sewell & Co 
Bucklersbury ; 

—s EMMA, Wandsworth rd, Clapham Aug 21 Woodbridge & Sons Serjeant's 
na 

YASS, JULIA HELEN, Tunbridge Wells Aug 22 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

CAMPBELL, Lord ARCHIBALD, Hill st, Knightsbridge Aug 26 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's 
Inn fields 

CAMRASS, SOLOMON, Leeds Augi6é Plackston, Leeds 

CLOVER, WILLIAM GEORGE, Eastbourne Sept 29 Stapley, Eastbourne 

Cook, WALTER, Ilkley, Saidler Aug 20 Crowther, Bradford 

EGGLETON, WILLIAM JAM+s, Bromley pl, Fitzroy sq Aug 31 Gowinz, Finsbury pymt | 

EVANS, FRANCIS, Gornal Wond, Stafford, Charter Master Aug 18 Tench, Wednesbury | 

FAWTHROP, JOHN, Morecambe, Lancs Ang15 Richards »n, Brighouse “4 

' 
| 


Ang 15 Tyrer 


FELLOWS, TITUS, Great Wyrley, Staffs Ang 16 Addison 4 Cooper, Walsall 

FRENCH, EDGAR HENRY CONFORD, Marylebone Oct 20 @ bbs & Co, Eastcheap | 

es qapeue OcTAVIUS, Priory rd, West Hampstead Aug 21 Potter & Co, 

aida ale 

GUILFORD, NORMAN LESTER, Cartwright gdns, St Pancras 
Finsbury circos 

HADFIELD, ROBERT, Buffalo, Erie, New York Aag¢16 Hadfleli & Co, Manchester 

HARRIS, AARON, Pontypool Sept 18 Wrentmore & Son, Bedford row 

HARRIS, CHARLES THOMAS, Fenchurch st Aug 30 Sweetland & Greenhill, Cullum st 


Ang 22 Gush & Co 


| Jouns JoHN JEFFERY, Southampton, Chemist 


| Ropeats, J.imes, Wendron, Cornwall Sept 1 


HILL, MARIA, Plymouth Aug 31 Shelly & Johns, Plymou h 

HITOHOOOK, Eanes. North Finchley Aug3l Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Hout, WILLIAM, Bolton Aug29 Greenhalgh, Bolton 

HOSKINS, JANE, Old Colwyn, Carnarvon Aug 30 Porter & Co, Colwyn Bay 

Hows, Gores, Balby with Hexthorpe, Yorks, Engine Driver Augz3 Baxter & Co 
Doncaster 

Hupp, ISAAC, Barry, Glam, Ballast Foreman Aur18 Hughes, Barry 

HUGHES, ALICE JANE, Darenth rd, Stoke Newington Aug 14 Snow & Co, Great St 
Thomas Apostle : 

Hunt, ELIZABETH, New — Ane Bn Ah Gum Vem oe 

rDE. ANG . Portsmout ug 15 nk & Marston, Po 

HypE. ANGELINA. P a & Co, falters 

Hall ct : 

JOHNSTON, JAMES, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Lynskey & Son, —— 

JONES, EDMUND, Sirhowy, Tredegar. Mon Aug 16 Spencer & So', Tredegar 

KNIGHT, SUSAN, Redcliffe sq July 31 Monier- Williams & ‘‘o, Great Tower st 

LAPTHORNE, ROBERT, Wellington, Somerset Aug 16 Michel!, Wellington 

Lewis, JoHN Hugues, Hythe, Kent Avg 30 Kingsf-rd & Co, Hythe 

MALLETT, Emma, Osford Aus 25 Hazel & Baines, Oxford 

Moss, Emma, Wilmslow, Cheshire Auz 3) Os = oa Manchester 

MULLENGER, HENRY, Ipswich Oct 1 Bantoft, Ipswich 

Muse, THOMAS JOHN, Castleside, Durham, Quarry Owner Aug 20 Richardson & Elder, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

Ports, ANNIE, Harrow rd, Paddington Aug 30 Ashley & Co, Frederick's pl 

Ports, ELIZABETH, Farnworth, Lancs Aug 19 Kenyon & Stubbs, Bolton 

RovuGH, MARY ISABELLA, Sheffield ter, Campden Hill Aug 31 Jacobs & Greenwood, 
New Broad st % 

ROWLANDS, WILLIAM TAMPLIN, Sebastobo!, Mon Clerk Sept 1 Watkins & Co, Pontypool. 

SMITH, ALEXANDRINA MONILAWS FAIRFULL SMITH, Louth, Lincoln Sept 13 Allisons & 
Staniland, Lout 


| Smrrn, SmpNEyY RoBeRT SETH, Charminster, Dorchester Aug 2) Saxton & Morgan, 


Somerset st, Port» an °q : 
SMITHERS. HERBERT WELSFORD MHlove, Sussex Aug 23 Howlett & Clirke, Brighton. 
SMYTH, WALTER GEORGE, Hove, Sussex Aug % Adams, Victoria st 
Sout), ELtza ANN, Cambridge Augi5 Wortham & Co, Royston, Herts. 


| Sq IERS, HERBERT GOLDSMITH, Lymington, Hants Sept1 Rawle & Co, Bedford row 


STERICKER, FREDERICK WALTER, St Hellier, Jersey Augi5 Van Sandau & Co, King st 
SWINDELLS, J HN. Lancaster Aug 8 Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 


| TesTeER, P.om38, Banbury Augié6 Fai fax & Barfi-l, Baobury 


THORNTON, MARY, St Brelaites, Jersey Ang4 Fradgate & Co, Craig's ct, Charing Cross 
TorLiss, SAMUEL, Louth Sept Allisons & Staniland, Louth ‘ 
Vince, THOMAS FREDERICK, Harrow on the Hill Aug 17 Robinson & Blaber, Great 


Castle st, Regent st 7 
WALL‘CK, JAMES CLEMENT, Westcliff on Sea Aug15 Isaacs & Lewis, Guildhall chmbrs, 


Basinghall st 


| WARD, EpwWI¥ PowLett, King:ton house, ‘Camden st, House Furnisher Aug 11 Cook 


& Co, Broad st bidgs 
WARREN-WRIGHT, JANE HARRIET, Wetherby mans, Earl’s Court sq Auz30 Swepstone 
& Co, St Helens pl ; 
Woop JAMES, Pendleton, Lincs, Wheel *richt Aug 29 Risque & Robson, Manchester} 
Wooperr, EMILy, Leamington Spa July 31 Blaker, Leamington Spa 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, July 22. 


BAYLEY, JosEPH, Northamptor Aug Howes & Co, Northampton 

BLADES, THOMAS JAMES, Garsdale. Yorks Aug 19 Robinson, Sedbergh 

BROADWAY, BENJAMIN JAMES, Edgbast n. Birmingham Aug 23 Huggins, Birmingham 

BRUNT, JOHN, Chiswick Aug 12 Patey, Regent st : . 

BURR, ALBERT EDWARD, Beulah hi!l, Norwood, Underwriter Sept 1 Sawbridge & 
Son, Aldermanbury, Gresham st 

CARTER, THOMAS, Leicester August22 Toller & Co, Leicester 

CARTWRIGHT, CHARLOTTE HAKRIETT, Rosemary Hill, Kenilworth 
Ryde , 

CHAMBERLAIN, GEORGE, Amesbury av, Streatham Hill Aug 25 Guillaume & Sons, 
Salisbury sc 

CHAPPELL, EMMA Mary, Great Yarmouth Sept 8 Rutland, Chancery In 

CoNNOCK, ANNE, T!logan, Cornwall Sept 1 Jenkin & Co, Redruth 

DAINTITH, STEPHEN HENRY, Warrington, Gas Stove Fitter Augl Steel, Warrington 

DANIELS, FREDERICK, Winchester, Hotel po a Aug 18 Shenton & Pain, W inchester 

DRYSDALE, MARY DRYSDALE, Queen Anne's Mansions, St James’ Park Aug22 Crawford 
& Co, Cannon st 

FURSE, EDMUND, Elm Park gdos Aug 21 Peirs & Co, Albemarle st 

GRIST, ELIZABETH HARRIET, Norwood rd, West Norwood Aug20 Slack & Co, Queen 
Victoria st 

HoLsorow, SARAH Louisa, Yate,Glos Sept 1 Gossham, Bristol 

JOHNSON, MARY GRACE, St Leonards on Sea Aug 25 Bothamley, Bedford row 

Lek, GEORGE HENRY, Torquay Aug 20 Foster & Somerviile, Torquay 

KING, ALFRED, Finsbury sq Aug 25 Potter & Co, Queen Victoria st 

LopGE, SAM WILLIAM, Lepton, nr Huddersfield Aug 20 Sykes & Co, Hu:ldersfield 

LOWE, HARRIET MARTHA, Sparkhill, Birmingham Sept1 McLaren, Cheltenham 


Augi7 Vincent, 


| MEAKIN, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Creswell, nr Stafford Sept 10 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 


NEVILL, DoROTHY FANNY, Charles st, Berkeley sq Augi8 Kerly & Co, Austin friars 

NICHOLSON, EMILY ESTHER, Southsea, Portsmouth Aug 22 Timbrell & Deighton, 
Cannon st 

NOLAN, AGNPS. Talfourd rd, Camberwell Sept 8 Rutland, Chancery In 

PAIN®, STEPHEN JAMES, Southsea. Potato Merchant Aug 17 Bolitho, Portsea : 

PARTINGTON, ELIZABETH ALICE, Pemb-rton, Wigan Aug 20 Barlow & Jackson, Wigan 

Pate, HENRY WILLIAM, Bristol Sept 1 Shaen & Co, Bedfor! row 

PEACOCK. JOHN NorTON, Durham Aug 30 Outhwaite, Middlesb ough : 

PILe, JAMES ISAAC, Peckhamrd Aug ’2 Howse & Eve, Salter's Hall ct, Cannon st 

PRIEST, RoBEeRT, Leytonstone Aug 1 Ramuz, 8S uthend on Sea 

Jenkins & Co, Redruth 

RoBINSON, JOHN, Pend'ebury, Lancs Aug 28 Simpson & Simpson, Manchester ; 

SKINNER, WILLIAM, Finb rough rd, South Kensington Aug 25 Kerly & Co, Austin 
friars 

SWRTTENHAM, RICHARD PAUL AGAR, Hurworth on Tees, Durham Aug 23 Hutchinson 
Darlington 


| WALL, Joun, Etwall, Derby, Farmer Aug 31 Briggs, Derby 
| WEBB, FREDERICK JON#S, Forest Gate Aug 22 Hutton, Basinghall st 


WoOLLERTON, KATHERINE, Great Doherby, Lncs Aug 18 Haslehurst, Lincoln 
WORSLEY. JAMES MAUNDER, Rusholme, Manchester, Brewers’ Traveller 
Foulds & Laycock, Manchester 


Aug 30 












Bankruptcy Notices. nt 


2 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 18. High Court Pet May 24 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARNOLD, THOMAS, Shrewsbury rd, Forest Gate, Baker, 
High Court Pet June 2% Ord July 15 





Yarmouth Pet July 14 
EDWARDS, HENRY CLAUDE H 
Agent Wolverhampton 







Stationer, Salisbury PetJuly16 Ord July 16 





Peterborough Pet July 













Manchester Pet June 28 Ord July 15 








AVERY, ROBERT HENRY, Fording bridge, Southampton, ENFIELD, EDWARD DIXON, Godmanchester, Hunts, Farmer ford 


BRIMELOW, HeNRY, Levenshnime, Manchester, Secretary, | GRANGER, FREDERICK COLLINS, Mayland, nr Maldon, 
Essex Chelmsford Pet July 16 Ord July 16 July 14 


Bruce, J & Piccadilly, High Court Pet June 16 Ord | HELLEWELL, ERNEST, Mansfield, Notts, Provision Dealer 


Nottingham Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


CAMMER, WALTER, Canfield gdns, Hampstead, Anctioneer, HIND, WILLIAM THOMAS, Levenshulme, Manchester, Coal 


Ord July 14 Merchant Manchester Pet May 29 Ord July 15 


CAUSBY-SMITH, ALBERT EDWARD, Shaldon, Devon, Baker, . 
Exeter Pet July 15 Ord July 15 HoYLe, GeonGE, Torrington, Wheelwright Barnstaple 


CHATTEN, EpwakD, Bramfield, Suffolk, Innkeeper Great 


Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
JACKSON, ALBERT JOSEPH, Kingston upon Hall, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Joly 16 Ord July 16 
JARVIS, AMELIA ELIZABETH, Farnborough, Hants Guild- 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
JPRMAN, Davip, Liwynygarreg, nr Churchstoke. Mont- 
gomery, Farmer Leominster Pet July 14 


Ord July 14 
YDR, Wolverhampton, Estate 
Ord Jane 26 Pet July 16 


14 Ord July 14 
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King, CHARLES, Bournemouth, Coil Merchait Poole 
Pet July 15 Ord Jaly 1> 
JAMES, er Broughton, Salford, Ashbin Manu- 
facturee Salford Pet July 1 Ord July 15 
LISEMORE, FRED HENRY, Leicester, China Dea er Leicester 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
Lonsy, ALBERT GEORGE, Portsmouth, Cutler Portsmouth 
Pet Jaly 15 Ord July 15 


LONGLEY, JOSEPH, !eeds, Manufacturer's Manager Leeds | 


PetJuly 14 Ord July 14 

MASTERMAN, Horace Pearcy, Berkhamsted, Herts, Draper 
Aylesbury Pet July15 Ori July 15 

MILLAR, JOHN, Haver ordwest, Builder Pembroke Dock 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

MoRRIS, WALTER, Walton, Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool 
Pet June 26 Ord July 15 

MURRAY, DAVID STANLEY, Berners st, Traveller 
Court Pet Junel7 Ord July 16 

ORMSTON, JAMES HENRY, and THOMAS HILTON, Hesketh 
Saw Miils, Lowton, Builders Bolton Pzt June 26 
Ord July 14 

OwEN, WALTER C, Winchester, Hants High Court Pet 
April11 Ord July 16 

PLEDGE, WALTER DANIEL, Ashford, Kent, Cattle Dealer 
Canterbury Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

PrResTtoN, WILMER, Colne, Lancs, Furniture Dealer 
Bucnley Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

QuinK, PETER GiB30N, Workington, Motor Engineer 
Cockermouth Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Bostn, M (Male), Wolverhampton, Farnisher 
hampton Pet June23 Ori July 15 

SALVIpes, George JamgS, Bedminster, Bristol, Dairy- 
man’s Assistant Bristol Pet Jalv15 Ord July 15 

Surrer, James RoBsear, Great Yarmouth, 
Great Yarmouta Pet July 14% Ord July 1s 

SuiTH, HarRRy BEVERLEY, North Shields, Re noval Con- 
trictor Newcastie upon Tyne Pet July 16 Ord 
July 16 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM HERBERT, Risley, Derby, Draughtsman 
Derby PetJuly 14 Ord July 14 

TockeR, BENJAMIN EVERED, Manchester, Flour Merchant's 
Manager Manc.ester Pet June 18 Ord July 16 

WALL, GEORGE FREDERICK, Warburton rd, Hackney, 
Sealing Wax Manufacturer High Court Pet July 15 
Ord Jaly 15 

WATT, BENJAMIN, and GEORGE FREDERICK NEVES, West- 
Sane Hairdressers High Court Pet July i4 Ord 

aly 14 

Wesser, THOMAS,"West Meon, Hants, Dairyman South- 
anupton Pet July 14 Ori July 14 

WILLIAMS, HERBERT MATTHEW, Bedminster, Bristol, 
Geeeigrocer Bristol Pat Jaly 16 Ord July 16 

WitHey, EDWARD PrtTsR, Hope Mansell, Hereford, 
Faraer Hereford Pet Julyi4 Ord July 14 


Amended Notice substitated for that published in the 
London Gazatte of July 8: 


GARDNER, Dorotay NorA, Quendon, Essex, Spinster 
Cambridge Pet Aprilll Ord June 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARNOLD, THOMAS, Shrewsbury rd, Forest Gate, Baker 
July 23at11 Bankruptcy bidzs, Carey st ° 

ASHWORTH, S W, Kingston on Thames July 28 at 11 
132, York rd, Westmins er Bridge rd 

BooKER, WATSON, Sheffield, Postal Van Contractor July 
30at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In Sheffield 

BRIMMING, SAMUEL JOHN, Saltash, Cornwall, Poulterer 
July 28 at 3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

BROCKLEBANK, ELIZABETH, Staveley, Westmorland July 
28 at 1115 Off Re:, 16, Cornwallis st, Birrow in 
Furness 

BROCKLEBANK, THOMAS, Staveley, Westmorland, Farmer 
July 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


Wolver- 


Furness 
Bruce, J 8, Piccadilly July 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 


CAMMER, WALTER, Canfield gdns, Hampstead, Auctioneer 
Jaly 29a%1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
CHAPMAN, CRCIL, Grays, Essex July 2)a.12 Off Rec, 14, 
_ ae row 
X, WILLIAM, Caversham, Reading, Draper July 29 at 3 
Off Rec, 15, Bedford row ” ” neta 
Davigs, DAVID JOHN, Britonferry, Glam, Insurance Agent 
July 26 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St. Mary's 
st, Swansea 


High | 


Plumber | 


| DoMAN, THOMAS, Sheffield, Cabinet Case Maker July 30 
at 12.20 Ovf Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Fryer, Sypwey, Stanwell, Midilx, Farmar July 28 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 


GARDNER, DoROTHY NoRA. Quenion, Essex July 26 at | 


JsRMAN, Davip, Liwynyygarrey, nr Cnurchstoke, Mont- 
gomery, Farmer July 26 at12.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

KING, CHARLBS, Bourne nouth, Coil Merchint July 29 at 
2.30 St Petec’s Small Hall, Hintoa rd, Bournemouth 

LERECULEY, JOHN AUGUSrUS, West Heath drive, West 


| 
} 12.3) Of Ree, 5, Petty cury, Cambridge 
| 
| 
| 


Rec, 14, Bedford row » 

LISEMORK, FRED HENRY Leicester, China Dealer July 25 
atill Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

LONGLEY, Josera, Leeds, Manufacturer's Manager July 
28at3 Off Rec, 24. Bond st, Leeds 

MvuagrRayY, DAVID STANLBY, Berners st, Traveller July 28 
atll Bankruptcy oligs, Carey st 


OwEN, WALTER C, Winchester July 30 at 11 Bank- 
| rupt:y bidgs, Carey st 
PEPPER, EDWARD ASKEW, Chelmsford, Baker Aug 6 at 


2.39 Shire Hall, Chelmsford 

SHAKESHAFT, CHARLES ROBERT, Gayton, Northampton 
Licensed Victualler July 26 at 12 Of Rec, The 
Parad2, Northampton 

WADSWORTH, WYNOHAM, Manchester, Engineer's Agent 
July 28 at3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

WALL, GEORGE FREDERICK, Warburton rd, Hackney, 
sealing Wax Manufacturer July 30 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carsy st 

WATT?, BENJAMIN, and GeoRGE FREDERICK NEVKS, West- 
bourne grove, Hairdressers July 30 at 12 Bank- 

| ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WEBBER, THOMAS, West Meon, Hants, Dairyman July 23 


| ampton 


July 29 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
WHITFIELD, ALBERC ARTHUR, Bury, Lancs, Coal Merchant 
July 2éatll Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Boiton 
WILKINS, HERBERT GEDEG#, Gloucester, Lasurance agent, 
July 26 at12 Off Rec, Scation rd,  oucester 
WiTaey, EDWARD PETER, Hope Mansell, Hereford, 
Farmer July 26 at 12.15 2, Offa st, Hereford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AVERY, Ropert Henry, Fordingbridge, Southampton, 

} Stationer Salisbury Pet July 16 Ord Juy 16 
High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord July 15 

BELFITT, JOHN Henry, Landor rd, Steckwell, Furnishers 
High Court Pet June 4 Ord July 15 

CAUSBY-SMITH, ALBERT EDWARD, shaldon, Devon, Baker 
Exeter Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

CHATTEN, EDWARD, Bramfield, Suffolk, Innkeeper Great 
Yarmouth Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

DE R&3C )-BOGDANOWICZ, MARIA GBORGE, Cavendish pl 
High Court Pet Mar 6 Ord July 15 

ENFIELD, EDWARD DIXON, Godman:he ster, Hunts, Farmer 
Peterb rough Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

HANOOCK, CHARLES FREDSRICK, Sheffield, German Silver 
Manufacturer Sheffield Pet Junes Ord July 16 

HELLEWELL, ERNEST, Man:field, Notts, Provision Dealer 
No:tincsham PetJuyi4 Ord July 14 

HoyLe, Geores, Torrington, Wheelwright 
Pet July 16 Ord Juy 16 

JACKSON, ALBERT JoseéPd, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

JARVIS, AY ELIA ELIZABETH, Farnborougn, Hants Guild- 
ford Pet July 15 wrd July lo 

JERMAN, Daviv, Llwynygarreg, or Churchstoke, Mont- 
gomery, Farmer Leoniuster Pet July 14 Ord 
July 14 

KING, CHARLES, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant 
Pet July 15 Ord Jaly 15 

LERECULEY, JOHN AUGUSTUS, West Heath drive, West 
Hampstead, Commarcial fraveller Barnet Pot July 7 
Ord July 14 

LISEMOXE, FRED HENRY, Leicester, China Dealer Leicester 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

LONEY, ALBERT GORGE, Portsmouth, Cutler Portsmouth 
Pet July 15 Ord July 16 

LONGLEY, JOSEPH, Leeds, Manufacturer's Manager Leeds 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

LyNncd, EDWARD, Canonbu‘y, House Property 

| High Cour, Pet May 23 Ord July 15 


Barnstaple 


Poole 


Dealer 


Hampstead, Commerziai Traveller July 28at3 Off 


at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, tlig. st, Svutr- | 


WessTer, ToM, Ashton under Lyne, Timber Merchant 


BARKER, JOHN CHARLES, Leeds, Motor Tyre Patentee 
j 


MASTERMAN, Horace Perc’, Berkhamsted, Herts, Draper 
Aylesbury Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

MILLAR, JOHN, Haverfordwest, Builder Pembroke Dock 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

MORRIS, WALTER, Walton, Liverpool, Plumber Liverpool 
Pet June 26 Ord July 16 

OxMSTON, JAMES HENRY, and THOMAS HILTON, Hesketh 
saw Mills, Lowton, Builders Bolton Pet June 26 
Ord July 15 


Pepper, Eocgar ASKEW, Chelmsford, Essex, Baker 
Chelmsford Pet June 26 Ord July 14 ’ 
PHILP, JAMES, Charterhouse st, tutcher High Court 


Pet June 7 urd July 16 

PLEDGE, WALTER DANIEL, Ashford, Kent, Cattle Dealer 
Canterbury Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

PRESTON, WILMER, Colne, Lancs, Furniture Deaier Burnley 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 ; 

QUIRK, PeTER GiBsoN, Workington, Motor Engineer 
Cockermouth Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

SALVIDGE, GE )RGE JAMES, Bedminster, Bristol, Dairymau's 
Assistant Bristol Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

SMITad, HARRY BEVERLEY, North Shiel is, kemoval Con- 
tractor Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Juiy 16 Ord 
July 16 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM HERBERT, Risley, Derby, Vrauzhtsmaa 
Derby and Long Eaton Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

WALL, GkorGE FREvsRICK, Warburton rd, Hackney, 
Sealing Wax Manufacturer High Vourt Pet July lo 
Ord July 15 : 

WATT, BENJAMIN, and GEORGE FREDERICK NEVES, West- 
bourne grove, Hrirdressers High Cou:t Pet July 14 
Ori July 16 

WEsseER, THOMAS, West Meon, Hants, Dairyman South- 
ampton Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

WILiIAMS, HERBERE® MATHEW, tedminster, Bristol, 

Greengrocer Bristol Pet July 16 Urd July 16 

WITHEY, EDWARD PETER, Hove Munsell, Hereford 

| Farmer Hereford Pet July 14 Ord July 14 





| London & azette.—Toxspay, July 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


BLOOMER, RICHARD, Bilston, Staffs, Baker Wolverhamp- 
ton Pet July 17 Oecd Jaly 17 

| CARTWRIGHT, JOHN HENRY, Leicester, Tailor 

| Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

| CHADWICK, JOHN, Saint Annes On the Sea, Lancs, Solicitor 





Leicester 


Oldham Pet July 17 Ord Jaly 18 
Dack, JAMES FRANCIS, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
DEAN, JOHN THOMAS EDWIN, ‘Hindley, Lancs, Painter 
| Wigan Pet July 17 Ord Juy 17 
| DURRANT, STANLEY UTTING, Ke-sington, Suffolk Draper 
} Great Yarmouth Pet July ly Ord July ly 
Dyson, DANIBL STEWARD, Blackfriars rd, 
} vreat Yarmouch Pet July 17 urd July 17 
EDWARDS, L P, Wandswortn, Outfitter Wandsworth 
| Pet June 24 Ord July 17 
| EVANS, ALFREO ERNEST STEPHENSON, Biddulph, Staffs 
Engineer's Clerk Macclesfiela Pet July 17 Ord July 
17 


Sailmaker 


| FAULKNER, ALBERT BROWN, Harrogate, Automobile 

| Engineer York Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

FerGuson, A J (Male), Green st, Bethnal Green, Tobacco 

| Dealer High Court Pet June 19 Ord July 18 

| GORDON, FREDERICK WILLIAM SHIKLBY, Westcliff on Sea, 

} Essex High Courc Pet May 16 Ord July 18 

| HetMaRio t, Perer, Oxford Oxford PetJuly i8 Ord July 
8 


l 

HINDS, SYDNEY BERNARD, Hainault av, Westcliff on Sea, 
Essex, Commercial Traveler cheimsford Pet Jury 
18 Ord July 18 

HIPWELL MARY ALICE, Leamington 
Ord Jaly 18 

HORRELL, Je¢REMIAH, Dougaty st, Guilford st, Russell sq, 
Boarding Honse Keeper Hign Court Pet June 2+ 
0.4 July 18 

JONES, THomas, Liithfaen, Pwilheli, Carnarvonshire, 
Farmer Portmidoc Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

KEELEY, MALCOLM SfvART, Souhport, Monamental 
Mason Liverpool Pet July 16 Ord July 17 

| Lewis, DAVID, Gelli, Ystrad, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 

| Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

MURRAY, WILLIAM HENRY, Edgeley rd, Clapham Wands- 

| worth Pet May 27 urd Jaly 17 

PARKER, WALTER JOHN, Harrow rd 

| June 16 Ord July 16 


Warwick Pet Nov 5 





High Court Pet 
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LICENSES INSURANCE. 
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*pplication. 
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POOLING INSURANCE. 


X 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
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BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
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RILey, JAMes Lovurs, and CHARLES ARCHIBALD RILBy, 
Stockton on Tees, Iron Manufacturers Stockton on 
Tees Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Roperts, Eanese Freoweick, Cantley av, Clapham Com 
mon, Salesman Hizh Court Pet Jaly17 OriJuly 17 

Rosinson, Harry Hewrtr, Leeds, Maltster’s Travciler 
Leeds Pet July 14 Ord Jay 18 

Simpson, ALFRED Ropinsonx, Darlington, Fish 
Stockton on Tees Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

THOMAS, ERVEST MauRIce, Chatham, General Provision 
Stove Rochester Pet July 18 Ord J ly 18 

TUucKER, JouN WILLIAM, &neinton Market, Not'ingham, 
Fish Salesman Nottingham Pet July 18 Ord July 
1s 


Dealer 


Amended Notices snubs’ ituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of July 15: 

JoHNSON, FREDERICK THOMAS, 
Electrical Engineer Ca.nbridge 
July 12 

ASHWORTH, CHARLEY 
Manchester, Drysalter 
July 11 


Newnham, Cambridge, 
Pet Jane 12 Ord 


FRANCIS, 
Manchester 


Choriton cum Hardy, 
Pet May 27) Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

ASHWORTH, CHARLES FRANCIS, Chorlton cum 
Manchester, Drysalter Juiy 83lat 3 Off Rec, 
st, Manchester 

AVERY, RoneRT HENRY, 
Stationer Jaly 31 at 12°30 
Catherine st Salisbury 

BAGULEY, FrepERIcCK, Moreton in Marsh, Glos 
Keeper July 31 atl2 No 1, St Aldates Oxford 

BLOOMER, RICHARD, Bilston, Staffs, Baker July 31 at 
Olf Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolveraampton 

tOON, FREDERICK GkORGE, West Lynn st Peter, Norfolk 
Bateher July 30 at 12.15 Off_Ree, 8, King st 
Norwich 

BRIMELOW, Henry, Levenshulme, Manchester, Secretary 
July 31 at 3°30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

CARTWRIGHT, JOHN HENRY, Laceister, Tailor July 30 at 
3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge +t, Leicester 

CAUSBY-SMITH, ALBERT EDWARD, Snaldon, Devon, Baker 
July 3) at LL.3) «Off Kec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

CAVILL, HENRY, Walton, Somerset, Grocer July 30 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

CHATTEN, EDWARD, Bramfield, Suffolk, Innkeeper 
atil2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

DEAN, JOHN THOMAS Eowyn. Hindley, Lanes, Painter 
July 30 at 11.80 Off Rec, 19, Excha: ge st, Bolt n 

DYSON, DANIEL STEWARD, Great Yarmouth, Sailmaker 
July 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norw ch 

EDWARDS, HEN&Y CLAUD Hype, Wolverhampton, 
Agent July Sv at 12 Off Rec, 20, 
Wolverhampton 

Epwankps, L P, High st, Wandsworth, Clothier July 30 at 
1t 132%, York rd, Westminster Hridge rd 

ELLIOTT, CHARLES, Hindley, Lancs, Grocer Aug 1 at 11.39 
The Central chmbrsa, Fold st, Bolton 

EVANS, ALFRED ERNEST STEPHENSON, Biddulph, Staffs, 
Kngineer's Clerk July 3) at 12 Off Kec, Ki.g 
Edward st, Macclesfield 

FAULKNER, ALBERT Brown, Starbeck, Yorks, Automobile 
Engineer July 31 at OW Rec, The Red mouse, 
Duncombe pl, York 

Feraovson, A J, Green st, Bethnal! Green, Tohacc> Dealer 
July 3lLatlt Bankraptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GORDON, FREDERICK WILLIAM SHIRLEY, Westcliffe on 
Sea, Essex Aug lat it Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GREEN, ERNEST, ©.esterfield, Confectioner Aug 1 at 3 
Ang-! Hotel, Chesterfield 

HELLEWELL, ERN sr, Mansfield 
w at 11.30 Off Ree, 4, Castle pi, 
ham 

HINbD, WILLIAM THOMAS, Levenshulme, Manchester, Coal 
Merchant July 30 at % Of Ree, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

HORRELL, JEREM AH, Doughty st 
Boxrrding House Keeper 
bi-iwea, Carey at 

Hoy.#, GRoRGE, Torrington, Devon, Wheelwright 
at 3.30 04, High st, Barnstaple 

JACKSON, ALBERT JosEPH, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
July 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 

JacKSoN, Lous, Apperknowle, 
Angel Hotel, Chesterfleid 

JonES, ALFRED, Berkhamsted, 
Hankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

KEELEY, MALCOLM STUAKT, Southport, 
Mason Aug il at 12 Off Rec, Univu 
11, Dal+ at, Liverpool 

Lewis, Davip, Gelli, Ystrad, G'am, Collier July 31 at 
11.30 Off Ree, St Catherine's chmbra, 8t Gatherine’s 
st, Pontypridd 

LONEY, ALBERT GEORGE, Portsmonrth, Cutler July 31 
8 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

MORRIS, WALTER, Walton, Liverpool, Plumber Aug 1 
atil Off Rec, Union Marive bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liver- 


Hardy, 
Byrom 


Fordingbridge, Southamptom, 
Of Rec, City chmbrs, 


H. tel 


12 


July 30 


Estate 
Lichfield st, 


Provision Dealer July 
Park st, Notting- 


Guilford st, Russell sq. 
Aug 1 at 12 Bankruptey 


July 30 


Derby Aug 1 at 2.45 


Builder July 30 at 2.30 
Monumental 
Marine bidgs, 


at 


pool 

MURRAY, WILLIAM Henry, Elmhurst mans, Fdgeley rd, 
Clipham July 30 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminstex 
tridge rd 

ORMSTON, JAMES HENRY, and TaomMas HILTON, Hesketh 
Saw Mills, Lowton, Builders Aug 1 at 3 Uff Kec, 19 
Exchange st, Bolton 

PARKER, WALTER JOHN, Harrow rd 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey et 

ROBERTS, ERNEST FREDERICK, Cautley av, Clapham Com 
mon, Salesman July 31 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

RoBInvoN, Hanry Hewitt, Leeds, Maltster'’s Traveller 
July 30 atill Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Rosin, M, Wolverhampton, Furnisher July 30 at 12,30 
Otf Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

SALVIDGE, GEORGE JAMES, Bedminster, Bristol, Dairyman’s 
Assistant July 30 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin 
st, Bristol 

SMITER, JAMES ROBERT, Great Yarmouth, Plumber July 30 
atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


July Slat 12 Bank- 








SMITH, HARRY BevVERLEY, North Shields, Northumber- 
land, Removal Contractor July 30 at 11 Off Rec, 
3u, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

TAYLOR WILLIAM HeERserRt, Risley, Derby, Engineer 
July 30 at 11.5) Off Rec, 4, Castie pl, Park st Notting- 
ham 

TuckeR, BENJAMIN EVERED, 
Flour Mercvant’s Manager July 30 at 2.30 
Byrom st. Manchester 

WILLIAMS, HERBERT MATTHEW, 
Greengrocer Aug 6 at 11.30 
sr stol 

WORTAINGTON, BERNERS 
Wall, Barrister-at-Law July 31 at 11 
bidgs, Carey st 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARNOLD, THOMAS, Shrewsbury rd, .Forest Gate, 
High Court Pet June 2s Ord Juty 18 

BLOOMER, RICHARD, Bilston, Staffs, Baker Wolverhampton 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

CARTWRIGHT, JOHN HENRY, Leicester, Tailor 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

DACK, JAMES FRANCIS, Nottingham, Baker 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

DEAN, JouN THOMAS EpwIn, |H'ndley, Lancaster, Painter 

Wigan Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

RANT, STANLEY Uremna, Kees'ngland, Soffolk, Draper 

Great Yarmouth Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Dyson, DANIEL STEWARD, Great Yarmouth, 
Great Yarmouth Pet July 17 Ord July 19 

EVANS, ALFRED ERNEST STEPHENSON, Biadulph, Staffs 
Engineer's Clerk Macclesfield Pet July 17 Ord July 


Withington, Manchester, 
Off Rec, 


Bedminster, Bristol, 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


W, Salisbury house, London 
Bankruptcy 


Baker 


Leicester 


Nottingham 


Du 


Sailmaker 


17 

GLossop, REGINALD, Gloucester House, Park In, Antique 
Dealer High Court Pet May 6 Ord July 17 

Hermricu, Peter, Oxford Oxford Pet July 
July 18 

HIaa@ins, JOHN Drew, Milverton rd, Brondesbury Park 
High Court Pet June 24 Ord July 17 

HINDS, SYDNEY BERNARD, Westcliff on Sea, Esser, Com- 
mercial Traveller Chelmsford Pet July 18 Ord July 
18 

Jones, THOMAS, Cilia Isaf, Liithfaen,Pwilheli, Carnarvon, 
rarmer Portmadoc Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

KEELEY, MALCOLM STUART, Southport Monumental 
Mason Lverpool Pet July 16 Ord July 17 

Davip, Ystrad, Glam, Collier rontypridd 

July 17 Ord July 17 

POLACK, EpwiIn JuLtvus, Go'dhurst ter, Hampstead 
Court vet Jan 10 Ord July 17 

Riney, JAMES Louris and CHARLES ARCHIBALD RILEY, 
stockton on Tees, Iron Manufacturers Stockton on 
Tees Pet July ls Ord July 18 

ROBERTS, ERNEST FREDERICK, Cautley av, 
Common, Salesman High Court Pet July 17 
July 17 

tOBINSON, HARRY Hewitt, Leeds, Maltster’s Traveller 
ieeds PetJuly 18 Ord July 12 

SIMPSON, ALFRED ROBINSON, Wynd, Darlington, Fish Dealer 
Stookt.n on Tees Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

SMITER, JAMES ROBERT, Great Yarmouth, Plumber 
Yarmouth Pet July 19 Ord July 14 

THOMAS, ERN«&ST MAURICE, Chatham, General Provision 
store Rochester Pet July 1s Ord July 18 

TUCKER, BENJAMIN EVERED, Withington, Manchester, 
Flour Merchant's Mansger Manchester Pet June 18 
Ord July 18 

Tucker. JoHN WILLIAM, Sneinton Market, Nottingham, 
Fish Saiesman Notiingham PetJuly 18 Ord July 


18 Ord 


Pet 
High 


Clapham 
Ord 


Great 


Choriton cum 
Manchester 


18 
WADSWORTH, WYNDHAM, 
chester, Engineer's Agent 
Ord Joly 18 
Wesster, fom, Ashton 
Ashton under Lyoe 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


ALFRED EDWARD, St Budeaux, Devon, 
Adjud Feb 19, 1890 


Hardy, Man- 
Pet June 7 


under Lyne, Timber Mere ant 
Pet June 25 Ord July 17 


Builder 
Annul Jaly 17, 1913 


SEARLE, 
Plymouth 








Do you kaow_. 
Dr. LAHMANN’S 


COTTONWOOL 
UNDERWEAR ? 


If not, be advised and send for 
particulars and Free Cuttings. 


THE LAHMANN AGENCY, 
245, HICH HOLBORN, W.C. 




















NGLO “ERMAN \XHIBITION 
A. G E 


CRYSTAL PALACE. 


INNUMERABLE ATTRACTIONS, 

BANDS of GRENADIER and IRISH GUARDS 
GREAT VARIETY ENTERTAIN MENTS. 
Return fare, including admission to Palace, from most 
London Tube and Underground Stations, ls, 6d, 
Motor "Bas service from West-end, 





UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 
Kies COLLEGE. 


DIVISION OF LAWS, 

Full Courses for Degrees of the University are providei 
by King’s College, University College, and ths London 
School of Econom cs jointly. 

Arrangements made for students wishing to read for 
the higher degrees. 

Next Term commences Wednesday, October Ist, 1913. 

Apply for prospectus to the Secrerrargy, King’s 
College, London, W.C. 


\ 7 HITLEY BAY. — AVENUE 
WHITEHALL HOTELS, Facing Sea. 
Dinner 7 p.m. Separate Tables, Excellent Ovisine, 
Billiard Table. Golfing, Boating, Fishing. Bathing. 
Write for Illustrated Tariff to Mra, M. A. Morean. 


S HOOTING, FISHING.—TAYLOR’S 
h HOTEL, Kilmacrenan, Co. Donegal. — Finest Free 
Salmon and Trout Fishing Ventre in Ireland; Rivers and 
Lakes. Shooting, 30,000 acres, strictly preserved, Com- 
fortable Hotel, ali modern conveni ; Sanitation 
perfect.—Write Propacetor. 


AN IDEAL HOLIDAY. 
Yachting on Norfolk Broads. 
Wherries for Parties of Six or Eight, 
Yachts for Two or Four Persons. 

Send postcard for Illustrated List giving description of 
Boats and Cruising. 

NORFOLK BROADS YACHTING CO., 
Queen Street, NORWICH, 
EXGEE ‘TIONALLY Fine Professional 

CHAMBERS in RUSSELL - SQUARE to be LET, 
Unfarnished, on entrance floor; two large rooms, with 
small ante-room and lavatory ; electric light and power; 


Attendant kept ; rent £130.— Write “ B, B.” 60, Russell- 
square, W.C, 


PARCHM ENT! PARCHMENT !—Before 

parung with old parchment deeds, get my price— 
send parcel, or write to R. Raw er, 43, Gray’s Inn-road, 
London, 


((OsTs IN ARREAR. — Expeditious 

Drafting and Settlement of Bills of Costs by fully 
experienced Draftsmen.—K en pDA..y’, 92, Chancery-lane, 
W.C. ‘Tele.: No, 1118 Holoorn. 


N ONEY WANTED.—The following sums, 
LVI namely, £1,150, £1,200, £2,000, £3,300, and £3,000 
on tiret-class securities of freehold farms and other pro- 
perty; no small houses —“ M,” “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
Offices, 27, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 





and 











LTD., 

















m0 LET.—City, central position, Two well 

lit Rooms, second floor ; fitted electric light, shelves, 
&c. ; use of lavatory and lift opposite; 270 per annum.— 
Apply, Evtis, Mumpay & Ciarxe, Solicitors, College Hill- 
chambers, E.C. 


BRITISH COLUMBIA. 
EMINENTLY SUITABLE FOR THOSE SEEKING A 
HOME BEYOND THE SEAS. 

This prosperous Canadian Province possesses vast 
undeveloped natural resources, and affords splendid 
openings for those seeking heilthy and remunerative 
»ecupation in fruit growing, farming, dairying, ranching, 
poultry farming, &. 

BRITISH CoLUMBIA is Canada’s most British Province, 
its social conditions being very similar to those of the 
Mother-Country.. Its climate is healthy and invigora- 
ting, and there is abundance of gaine of all kinds, as well 
as magnificent scenery. 

Full information free of charge on application to 
J H. TURNER, Agent-General for B.C., Salisbury House, 
Finsbury Circus, London, E.C. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS. 


A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 
TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 

















BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
Removed from 3, Bream's Buildinas.) 


[* PERIAL GERVICES FXHIBITION, 


EARL’S COURT. 

Coolest, most accessible, and finest show in London. 
VIVID EXPOSITION OF LIFE IN THE 
ARMY AND NAVY. 

DAILY, in the EMPRESS HALL, the Great Spectacle, 
“ AERIAL AND NAVAL WARFARE, 

Admission 1s, to an endless array of entertainment. | 
Battle Cruiser. Warships of toe World. Mountain 
ilway. Armoured Train. Entrenched Camp. 
Water Chute, &c, 























